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CONSPECTUS OF EDITIONS OF TEXTS 


to which references are made in the notes and introduction 
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Amaru-sataka, ed. Kavyamala 18, 1916. 

Alaipkara-sarvasva of Ruyyaka, with Jayaratha’s VimarSini 
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Aucitya-vicara-carca of K§emendra, ed. Kavyamala pt. i, 
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University, vol. ix. 1923 (reprinted in Some Problems of 
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Vugbhatftlaqikara, ed. Kuvyamala 48, 1916. 

Vikramorvaliya, ed. Bombay Sansk. Series, 1901. 
Viddha-$alabhafljik5, ed. Arte, Poona 1886. 

Vcijlsaiphara, ed. Nirnaya Sag. Press 1915. 

Vyakti-viveka of Mahimabhafta and its Vyakhyana, ed. Trivan¬ 
drum Sansk. Series, no. 5, 1909. 

Sarrigadhara-paddhati, ed. Peterson, Bom. Sansk, Series, no. 
37, 1888. 

SiSupala-vadha ed. Nirnaya Sag. Press, 4th ed. 1905. 
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INTRODUCTION 1 2 3 

1. The author Kuntaka and his work 

The name of our author is given in the colophon 
to our Madras MS as Kuntala or Kuntalaka ; but 
the references by Mahimabhatta and Vidyadhara, 
apparently to our author, as well as the colophon to 
our Jesalmere MS and citations by Arunacalanatha 
and Bhatta Gopala, give the name as Kuntaka, 
which appears to be the more correct form. Vidya¬ 
dhara, purporting to refute the views of Kuntaka, 
remarks 9 that the latter proposed to include dhvani 
in the scope of bhakti. This statement probably 
refers to the passages in our text, dealing with 
upaedra-vakrata in which, as well as in some other 
varieties of vakrata, our author incorporates all 
ideas of dhvani *, the term bhakti being apparently 
used here, as elsewhere 4 , as synonymous with upa- 

1. The original Introduction is substantially retained here. 

2. Ekdvali p. 51 : elena yatra kuntakena bhaktdvantar- 
bhdvito dhvanis lad api pratydkhydtam. 

3. So Ruyyaka, cd. Kavyaraalu, p. 8 : [vakroktijivita- 
kdrena] vakratddibhih samasto dhvani-prapaheah svikrtah, 
Jayaratha remarking in this connexion that the Vakrokti-jivita- 
kara is one of those writers who maintain the inclusion of dhvani 
in bhakti . Saraudrabandha also pertinently points out that 
the upacdra-vakrald of the Vakroktijivita-kara comes really 
within the province of what is called lak$andmula dhvani by 
the adherents of the dhvani- theory. 

4. This is discussed below. 
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car a. Mahimabhatta, again, finds fault with Kunta- 
lca’s appraisement of the verse satnrambhah kart- 
kita-megha°, which he himself cites and criticises as 
an instance of the fault of vidheyavimarSa, attack¬ 
ing Kuntaka with the pointed remark : 

kdvya-kdncana-kasaima-mdnind 

kuntakena nija-kdvya-laksmartil 
yasya sarva-niravadyatoditd 

tloka esa sa nidariito mayd 5 6 7 //. 


“The verse whose entire faultlessness is declared, in his 
own definition of poetry, by Kuntaka proud of (possessing) 
the touchstone of the gold of poetry, is here (hscussed by me. 


Mahima’s commentator observes 8 on this that the 
full explanation of the verse in dispute will be found 
in the Vakrokli-jlvita, meaning thereby to refer the 
reader to Kuntaka’s standpoint attacked in the text. 
The verse is actually explained, as indicated, in our 
text in the vrttl at p. 18. Again, Arunacalanfttha 
who professes great admiration for the school ot 
Bhamaha and Kuntaka, quotes MrtM i. 35 twice in 
his commentary on Kumira" with yad aha kunta- 
kab and yad aha kuntahdcdryab (ed. Trivandrum. 
1926, pp. 10,11). Also, Bhatta Gopala in the intro¬ 
ductory verses to his Sdhitya-cuddmani commentary 


5. Vyakti-viveka p. 58 ; sec also pp. 37f. 

6. Vyaktiviveka-vyakhyana p. 16. 

7. In his commentary on Raghu\ which was written earlier, 

he does not directly mention or quote from Kuntaka. Aruija- 
caia flourished between the 12th and the 14th century a.d. Kane 
in his ed. of Sahitya-darpana notes that SomeSvara in his 
commentary on Mammal quotes two verses of Kuntaka. 


on Mammata (ed. Trivandrum, 1926, p. 2) mentions 
and places Kuntaka third in the list of Alamkara- 
writers to whom he pays homage, his order being 
Dandin, Vamana, Kuntaka, Bhamaha, Udbhata, 
Rudrata, Dhananjaya, Bhoja, the two Dhvanikaras, 
the Locana-kiiTA (Abhinavagupta) and Mahima- 
bhatta. He praises Kuntaka in one entire verse 
which runs as follows : 

vakrdnuranjamm uktim caiicum iva mukhe vahanl 

kuntakafy kndati sukham kirti-sphatika-panjareU- 

Tripurari, a South Indian writer, in his commen¬ 
tary on the Mdlati-madhava (ed. Nir. Sag. Press, 
Bombay, 1926) alludes to Kuntaka's criticism of 
asdram samsdram (v. 30) and remarks : ato ‘ vidhi - 
vilasitam sarvam aphalam' itl pafhaniyam iti Kun- 
taka-prabhrtayal) kdvya-tattvajndh sa hr da yah. But 
Kuntaka's suggested emendation is different. 

Apart from these occasional references, Kuntaka 
is generally cited in later literature as the Vakrokti- 
jivita-kara from the name of his once famous work, 
which in its turn is so called from the theory it ex¬ 
pounds that a certain strikingness of expression 
{vakrokti) is the essence [jlvita) of poetry. From 
these citations it appears that MSS of this work 
certainly existed down to the end of the 13th century 
when Samudrabandha and Arunacalanatha quote 
or appropriate passages from it ; but it probably be¬ 
came scarce in the time ViSvanatha, who appears 
to be rather inaccurate in presenting Kuntaka’s 
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central theory and, possibly, took it second¬ 
hand. 1 


2. Discovery of MSS of the Work 

The notice of a MS of this work, so long supposed 
to be lost and known only from these citations in 
later literature, appeared about 1920 in the Report 
of the Working of the Peripatetic Party of the 
Government Oriental Manuscripts Library, Madras 
during the years 1916-7, 1918-9. I was at the time 
working at the India Office Library, and my atten¬ 
tion was kindly drawn to it by the then Libra¬ 
rian, Df. F. W. Thomas. I applied immediately for 
a loan of the MS through the India Office; but as 
I was given to understand that the rules of the 
Madras Library did not allow such a loan and as a 
rotograph transcript was not possible, I had to be 
content with a certified copy of the MS forwarded 
to me in England in 1920 by the Curator of the 
Madras Library through the courteous efforts of 
Dr. Thomas. The MS copy, however, proved on 
examination to be exceedingly corrupt and full of 
lacunae in almost every line ; and I had to lay it 
aside for the time being. On learning that I had in 
my possession a copy of this rare work on Poetics, 
Professor Jacobi, whose studies in Sanskrit Poetics 

8. ViSvanatha (ed. Durgaprasfida, 1915, p. 14) discredits 
Kuntaka’s theory by misunderstanding and hastily identifying 
the latter’s vakrokti with the special poetic figure known under 
that name to all writers since Mammata. See footnote 23 
below. 
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are well known, very kindly invited me to Bonn 
and gave me an opportunity of studying the work 
with him. His great enthusiasm for the subject 
inspired me to devote myself to the preparation of 
an edition of the work even with the imperfect 
material at my disposal ; and I succeeded in con¬ 
structing a fairly readable text of the first two 
chapters. When we came, however, to the third 
and fourth chapters, we found our MS copy very 
defective, so that in the end we had to abandon 
it altogether as hopeless. On my return to India 
in 1922, I made another attempt to obtain a loan 
of the original MS through the Calcutta University; 
but as there was little chance of success in this 
direction and as my circumstances did not at that 
time allow me to go to Madras and personally ex¬ 
amine it, Sir Asutosh Mookerjee, the eminent Vice- 
chancellor, to whom I submitted my difficulties, 
very kindly commissioned Pandit (later Mahamaho- 
p&dhyaya) Ananta Kr$na Sastri of the University 
to make a fresh copy with his own hand. The copy 
which this learned Pandit prepared with the help 
of Pandit Ramakrsna Kavi, then of the Madras 
Library, of the first two chapters, has not only 
helped to throw much light on some of the inaccura¬ 
cies of my very deficient and badly exceuted copy, 
but it has also supplied a long gap of about five 
pages, left out apparently inadvertantly, in the first 
copy. 9 The editio princep was published in 1923 
on the basis of these two Devanagarl transcripts. 

9. From 1. 12, p. 72 up to 1. 7, p. 77 (inclusive). This gap. 
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I was already informed by Pandit Ramakrsna 
Kavi that the Madras Library MS itself was only 
a copy of an original which the travelling Pandits 
of the Library discovered in the possession of an 
adhydpaka who was apparently unwilling to part 
with it. "Regarding the Vakrokti-jivita”, he wrote 
in a letter to me dated February 25, 1925, "the copy 
sent to you to London is a true copy of our original 
here, and also of the first original from which the 
Library copy was prepared. I think any number 
of copies taken from this original will have the same 
errors. In this connexion I may say that the owner 
of the MS is printing his edition of the same work 
consisting of five unmesas. He has the advantage of 
having taught the work several times to his pupils 
when the MS was in perfect condition, and he is 
capable of reciting the whole work from memory. 
His edition may appear in a short time. This infor¬ 
mation, however, need not depreciate any other 
edition". But there is no sign yet of the promised 
edition. 

t During the third session of the Oriental Con¬ 
ference held in Madras in 1924,1 had an opportunity 
of staying there for over a week and examining 
the Library copy of the MS from which my trans¬ 
cript was made. Pandit Ramakrsna was not there, 
but the informations contained in his letter was 


as I found later op by personal examination, does exist in the 
Madras Library copy. I do not know from what source Mr. 
Kavi supplied it ; but it agrees exactly with the corresponding 
portion of theiJesalmere MS and there can be hardly any doubt 
about its authenticity. 
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confirmed by the Pandits of the Library, who told 
me that the original was discovered somewhere on 
the Malabar coast. My attempts, however, at trac¬ 
ing it at its source have all proved fruitless. On 
comparing the Madras copy with the transcript 
furnished to me, I found that it was, as Pandit 
Ramakrsna said, a fairly faithful transcript ; and no 
fresh light could be thrown with its help on the 
unsolved difficulties of the text. 

This unique MS is unfortunately incomplete. It 
breaks off without completing the fourth chapter, 
and there are considerable gaps in this as well as 
in the third chapter. It is not definitely known how 
many chapters the original work comprised. Pandit 
Ramakrsna speaks of five unmesas. But it appears 
from its contents and treatment that the fourth chap¬ 
ter which deals at the end with the last variety of 
vakratd mentioned by the author (called prabandha- 
vakrata) forms the natural conclusion of the 
work ; and as the author had-practically exhausted 
all the topics of discussion proposed by himself, 
there is nothing to justify the supposion that he 
dealt with some other additional matter in a fresh 
chapter after the fourth. It is probable, therefore, 
that although the fourth chapter breaks off without 
completing its theme of prabandha-vakrata, we 
have lost only a part of the work at the end dealing 
with this unfinished topic. From our author’s treat¬ 
ment, it is impossible to believe that this unfinished 
topic could have been of such dimension as to have 
required its extension into a fresh chapter. Nor can 
any other additional matter be imagined to justify 
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the existence of an additional chapter at the 
end. 

The first two chapters (called unmesas), which 
form a little less than half of the entire work as 
we have it, were found fairly presentable in the MS 
inspite of numerous errors, misreadings and lacu¬ 
nae; and as they give us an outline of Kuntaka's 
general theory, in which indeed the chief interest 
of his work lies they were presented tentatively 
in the first edition, based as it was on the defect¬ 
ive materials described above. 

In the meantime, notice of another MS of the 
work appeared in 1923 in the Catalogue of MSS in 
Jaina Bhandars at Jesalmere compiled by C. D. 
Dalai (Gaekwad’s Series, no. xxi, pp. 62, 25). 
Unfortunately, the Jaina Bhandar was found very 
strict regarding the loan of their MSS, and all the 
efforts of the Dacca University authorities, who 
moved on my behalf, proved unsuccessful. After 
fruitless applications to the Jaina Bhandar as 
well as to the Jesalmere Durbar, an approach 
was made to the Resident, Western Rajputana 
States, who very kindly used his influence and 
obtained for the Dacca University in 1926 a certi¬ 
fied transcript, as it was found impossible to obtain 
the original on loan. The discovery of this fresh 
and fairly correct MS has made it possible to re- 
edit the text more satisfactorily, so far at least 
as the first two and a part of the third chapters 
are concerned. 

Unfortunately, this MS also proved incomplete, 
although the work in the portion it contained was 
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in a better state of preservation, and the trans¬ 
cript sent for my use was very carefully made. 
This MS contains the first two chapters and about 
one-third of the third chapter. The work could, 
therefore, be presented in this edition of the text 
only up to the point for which it was available in 
both the Madras and the Jesalmere MSS, i.e. up to 
that part of the third chapter to which the Jesal¬ 
mere MS extends and for which the corrupt text 
of the Madras MS was also available. In spite of 
just a few still doubtful passages for which both 
the MSS proved inadequate, this part of the text, 
as now edited, will be found fairly satisfactory. 
As for the rest of the work I had only the defec¬ 
tive Madras MS to go upon, and it could not be 
edited properly without the help of additional 
MS material. As further discovery of such mate¬ 
rial is unlikely, I have made an attempt to give 
a r£sum£, however defective, of the remaining 
portion of the third chapter and also of the fourth 
chapter so far as it is found in the incomplete 
Madras MS. I have given full extracts wherever 
the text was presentable or could be reconstructed 
with conjectural emendations, and have also tried 
to restore the missing kdrikds where they could 
be restored with the help of the vrtti. I am 
aware that my reconstruction of this part of the 
text is open to criticism, and prehaps in many 
places capable of happier emendations ; but it will 
give me satisfaction if it fulfils its very humble 
object of giving a general outline of this part of 
the text. This procedure would not have been nece- 
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ssary if the text itself were here capable of being 
properly edited with ampler and better materials. 

3. The Text and the Commentary 

The first untneqa describes generally the nature 
of a kdvya and the characteristics of idbda and 
artha as its constituent elements, incidentally deal¬ 
ing with Kuntaka's theory of kavivydpdra-vakrata, 
which, according to him, is essential in poetry. 
This vakratd is then classified categorically into 
varieties, enumerated as six in number, according 
as it appears in the arrangement of letters ( varna - 
vinydsa), in the parts of a word {pada), in a sen¬ 
tence ( vdkya ), in a particular topic (prakarana) 
or in the whole composition ( prabandha ). The 
rest of the chapter gives a summary account of 
these with illustrations, and describes the character¬ 
istics of the three mar gas ( corresponding to 
Vamana’s three ri/ir), viz. sukumdra, vicitra and 
madhyama, concluding with an account of their 
constitutent gunas or excellences. Of the six 
varieties of vakratd, which are taken up in detail 
in the rest of the work, the second unme§a deals 
With (i) varna-vinydsa-vakrata (ii) pada-purvardha- 
vakratd, and (iii) pada-pardrdha-vakratd called 
pratyaya-vakratd. The third unmesa treats of (iv) 
vdkya->vakratd, while the fourth urimesa is 
devoted to the explanation of (v) prakarana-vakratd 
and (vi) prabandha-vakratd. 

The work consists of karikd-ilokas in the anustubh 
metre (diversified at the end of each chapter with 
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some verses in other metres) and a running prose 
commentary, which also appears to be composed by 
Kuntaka. The commentator uses words like 
brumab (referring to kdrikd i. 14) anusard'mab (on 
i. 15), vivuddmahe (on iii. 1), utpreksamahe (on 
iii. 3-4), budhydmahe (on iii. 10), apparently 
identifying himself with the author of the kdrikds. 
By the name Valirokti-jlvita later writers, who quote 
our author, mean the commentary as well as the 
kdrikd. Thus the commentator of the Vyakti- 
viveka (p. 16) refers to the explanation of the 
verse sarprumbhub kari-klfa-megha 0 , which occurs 
in our commentary (p. 18), with the remark : 
ayam Sloko vakrokti-jivite vitaya vydkhydta iti tata 
evdvadharyafr. Again, Gopendra Tippa BhQ- 
pula in his commentary on V&rnana quotes one line 
from Kuntaka’s commentary with the words tad 
uktarn vakrokti-jivite (ed. Benares p. 16 = na &ab- 
dasyaiva ramaniyata-vHislasya kevalasya kavyatvam 
etc.). This passage is also quoted by Bhatta Gop&la 
(op. cit. p. 16) with tad uktam vakrotau. Com¬ 
menting on the verse tarantlvdrigdni (which occurs 
in our vrtti), Manikyacandra in his commentary 
on Mammata (ed. AnandaSrama, 1921, p. 25) 
says : vakrokti-kdro’pi 'tarantlvdrigdni' ityatra 
sddriyopacdram ucelyatha copacdras tathd vakrokti- 
jlvita-granthdj jneyafr. On the other hand, Samu- 
drabandha, Arunacala, Somesvara and Jayaratha 
quote kdrikd-aokas from our author while giving 
an exposition of the Vakrokti-jlvita-kara’s views. 



4. Kuntaka's Date 


Kuntaka cites very few authors by name, but 
quotes anonymously in the vrtti illustrative passages 
from various well known kavyas, natakas and alam- 
kaia-works. Of the citations which may give us an 
indication of his date, the most interesting is the 
name of the Dhvanikara, as well as that of Ruja- 
sekhara, whose dramas are also quoted profusely but 
anonymously throughout the work. The Dhvanikara 
whose opinion is cited with regard to the Pra¬ 
krit verse tala jdamti gurtd jdld, refers apparently to 
Anandavardhana, who is not always carefully dis¬ 
tinguished from the so-called Dhvanikara (the anony¬ 
mous author of the karikds of the Dhvunyaloha) by 
these later writers 10 . The verse itself is quoted by 
Anandavardhana (p. 62) from his lost Prakrit poem 
Visama-bana-llld. A more unambiguous instance 
of Kuntaka's familiarity with the text of Ananda¬ 
vardhana is his quotation of the first mahgaldcuratta 
verse of the latter's vrtti (svechdke^arinalf) in i. 59 of 
our text. We can, therefore, assign Kuntaka with 
certainty to a time later than Anandavardhana. 11 

10. See my article on the Dhvanikara and Anandavar¬ 
dhana in the Bulletin of the School of Oriental Studies, vol. 
I, pt. 4,1920, pp. 4-5 (reprinted in Some Problems of Skt. Poetics , 
1959, pp. 80-90). The Dhvanyaloka i. 4 and ii. 5 are quoted 
by Kuntaka at pp. 56 and 163 respectively. 

11. We have also the independent testimony of Jaya- 
ratha who places the Vakroktijivita-kara (p. 12) later than 
the Dhvanikara, whom Jayaratha, like our author, identifies 
with Anandavardhana. 



The large number of quotations from the Bdla- 
ramdyana and the Viddhatala 0 of RfijaSekhara, who 
lived about the end of the 9th and the beginning 
of the 10th century under Mahendrapala and his 
son MahTpala of Kanauj, confirms this conclusion 
and fixes one terminus at least to Kuntaka’s date 
at about the middle of the 10th century. 

The oldest writer, on the other hand, who quotes 
and criticises Kuntaka is Mahimabhatta. Mahima¬ 
bhatta was probably later than Abhinavagupta, 
who is apparently referred to in the former's Vyakti- 
vivelta as belonging to a rival school of thought, 
and some of whose lines occurring in the °Locana Xi 
are actually cited in the same context. The earliest 
writer to mention Mahimabhatta directly as the 
Vyaktiviveka-kfira and criticise his views is 
Ruyyaka 1 * who lived, as we know, in the first 
part of the 12th century. Abhinava's latest date 
is a. d. 1015. Mahimabhatta, therefore, may be 
assigned reasonably to a period later than the first 
quarter of the 11th century but earlier than the 
first quarter of the 12th. Allowing half a century 
to elapse between him and Abhinava on the one 
hand, and a similar period of lime between him and 
Ruyyaka on the other, we may place Mahimabhatta 

12. kecid vimdninah - yad dhus tad bhrdnti-mulam, Vyakti- 

viveka p. 19, citing anonymously the whole passage ending with 
yad bhaffandyakena dvi-vacanarfi dufitay tad gaja-nimilikayaiva 
etc. from °Locana p. 33. 

13. p. 12. Mammata does not actually name or cite the 
Vyaktiviveka-kara ; but he appears to discuss a similar amumdna- 
theory of rasa (cd. Bomb. S. S., 1917, p. 252-53) which commen¬ 
tators take to be a reference to Mahimabhatta. 
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towards the end of the 11th century. This gives 
us the other terminus to Kuntaka’s date at about 
the middle of the 11th century 14 . 

It is not unreasonable to hold, therefore, that 
Kuntaka flourished in the century commencing 
at the middle of the 10th and ending at the middle 
of the 11th. As this date falls in with the known 
dates of Abhinavagupta, it is not unlikely that 
Kuntaka might have been a contemporary of this 
great champion of the Dhvani School. Although 
Abhinava refers to the various views about vakrokti, 
obtaining before his time (held e.g. by Bh&maha 
and V&mana), it is remarkable that he never directly 
mentions the Vakroktijlvita-kara 15 who, as the 

14. The anonymous quotation of the verse nidrd-nimilita- 
dr$ah, which occurs in the Caura-paficdJikd (ed. Soif, no. 36). 
docs not of itself place our author later than the middle of 
the 11th century, which is the date of Bihlapa, the supposed 
author of the °PaRcd.<lkd. For such quotation from a contem¬ 
porary work is not unusual, as the °PaHcd4ikd itself is quoted 
in the Sarasvati-kanfhdbharana of Bhoja who was, as we know 
from Bihlapa himself, a contemporary of the latter. The authen¬ 
ticity of the verse in question, however, is not beyond doubt ; 
for it is also quoted in the °Locana p. 60, as well as in the 0 Avaloka 
on the DaSarupaka on iv. 23 (ed. Parab), which belongs to the 
end of the 10th century. The verse is also attributed to one 
Kalasa in the Subhdfitdvali 1280 and in Jahlapa 74a. The attri¬ 
bution of the present text of the °PancdJika to Bihlapa cannot 
yet be taken to be beyond all question. 

15. In °Locana p. 208, there is a passage on vakrokti (atha sd 
kdvya-jivitatvena vivakfitd etc.), which appears to be a reference 
to the standpoint of Kuntaka and which happily is ( in agreement 
with Vyakti-viveka p. 28, where a similar criticism is levelled 
against him. But the passage is not conclusive as it refers really 
in context to Anandavardhana’s discussion of the views of 
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title rdjanaka and the namaskriyd of the first verse 
of the vrtti indicate, was also probably a Kashmi¬ 
rian Saiva and whose work, if written before his 
time, should have been from its nature and content 
important enough to be thus entirely ignored. 
Kuntaka was thus probably a younger contem¬ 
porary of Abhinava, or a contemporary who might 
have been unknown or not yet sufficiently recog¬ 
nised in the schools. 

5. Moaning of (he Term Vakrokti 

In order to understand Kuntaka's peculiar idea 
of vakrokti which underlies his theory of Poetry, it 
will be necessary to trace the development of this 
idea in earlier and later Alamkara literature. A 
remarkable divergence of conception and treatment 
is noticeable in the theory of vakrokti held respecti¬ 
vely by Bhamaha, Dandin, Vumanaon the one hand, 
and Rudrata, Mammata and his followers, on the 
other. Both Bhamaha and Dandin, as well as 
Vamana, take the vakrokti to imply something 
essentially different from the verbal poetic figure 
(Sabddlamkara) of the same name defined and illus¬ 
trated for the first time in Alamkara literature by 
Rudrata. According to this last-named authority (ii. 
13-17), the vakrokti is a mere poetic figure ( kdvya - 
lamkdra) based upon a play on words and occurs 
as a kind of pretended speech, in which a sentence 
or word spoken in one sense by a speaker is taken 

those who think, after Bhamaha, that the atiSayokti is involved 
as an essential element in most poetic figures. 
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in another sense by another speaker, either because 
it may be uttered with a peculiar intotation Ikdku) 
which changes its meaning, or because it may be 
supposed to admit of a double meaning (slesa), the 
object of this intentional mistake being that of 
making a suitable or clever reply. It consists, 
therefore, essentially in a deliberate misunderstand¬ 
ing of one's words for the purpose of making an in¬ 
genious retort, and is based, as Vidyadhara remarks, 
on concealment (< apahnava ), or as Ruyyaka explains 
on the understanding of a secret sense (gudhdrtha- 
pratiti). This vakrokti is illustrated in the latter 
part of the 9th century by Ratnakara in his Vakrokti- 
pancatikd, but it is probably not the same term 
used in Rdghava-pdndavlya i. 41 where Kaviraja 
speaks of Subandhu, Banabhatta and himself as 
poets who are skilled in the use of vakrokti.' 0 At 


16. subandhur bdnabha\\aS ca kaviraja Hi lra)>ali / vakrokti- 
mdrga-nipunas caturlho vidyate na va //. It is not clear whether 
the term vakrokti here signifies the special poetic figure defined 
by Rudrata. Subandhu and Banabhatta have indeed praised 
Slesa and Sliffa composition of which the work of the former is 
an excellent specimen ; but they have hardly employed vakrokti 
in this sense, although Baija mentions the word in his Kddam- 
bari in the sense of parihasa or krijaldpa. So also in Amaru 
i. 29. The verse of Kaviraja’s however, certainly implies some 
kind of artificial composition characteristic of decadent Sanskrit 
poets. The words vakrokii-iunyam kdvyam are used in a verse 
ascribed to Manoratha (who is said to have been a contemporary 
of Anandavardhana’s) and quoted by Anandavardhana. But 
Abhinava explains (p. 9) : vakroktir utkrsfa sarpghafand, 
tacchunyam iti sabdartha-gundnam (abhdvah). But he adds : 
4 vakrokti-Sunya'-Sabdena sdmdnya-laksandbhdvena sarvalarp- 
kdrabhava ukta iti kecit. 
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any rate, it appears as such in all theorists 17 from 
Rudrata's time, who accept this interpretation as 
authoritative ; and the older and broader connota¬ 
tion of the teim seems to have been entirely lost 
from that date. 

This older connotation appears in three distinct 
aspects in Bhamaha, Dandin and Vamana respect¬ 
ively. Bhamaha, who does not appear to put much 
store by such artificial tricks, means by vakrokti 
something other than an excellence of composition 
(guna ) or a mere poetic figure (alamkara) such as 
we find it in later writers who follow Rudrata. The 
theoretical distinction between guna and alamkara 
as such was of no great importance to Bhamaha ; 
and though Bhamaha speaks of vakrokti in connexion 
with the figure atisayokti, the significance of which 
we shall explain presently, he does not yet regard 
vakrokti as a poetic figure. 

In his Kdvyalamkara ch. i, Bhamaha, in con¬ 
nexion with his classification of the different species 
of kdvya, says that the subdivisions of Poetry men¬ 
tioned by him are admissible to the designation of 
a kdvya in so far as they possess vakrokti (i. 30) ; and 
this is made more explicit by declaring later on that 
the vakrokti is desirable for the purpose of adorning 
poetic speech (i. 36 ; v. 66), which he characterises 


17. See, for instance, the definition of the vakrokti-figare in 
Mammata ix. 1, Ruyyaka p. 175, Hemacandra p. 234, Vag- 
bhata’s KavyanuSdsana p. 49, Vidyadhara p. 326, Vidyanatha 
p. 411, Appayya Dik?ita’s Kuvalavdnanda (ed. Nir. Sag. Press) 
p. 163 etc. 

2 
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elsewhere as vakra (vi. 23). In the next chapter, 
after defining and illustrating among other figures, 
the figure atUayokti Bhamaha declares saisd 
sarvaiva vakrokti}), apparently identifying thereby 
the atiiayokti with what appears as the traditional 
vakrokti, which he has not defined indeed but which 
he has already alluded to as a necessary element of 
Poetry. It also appears that although the vakrokti 
is identified in substance with the figure atisayokti, 
it is yet not regarded as a special alamkdra. This 
is clear not only from Kuntaka’s later elaboration of 
the same idea and Bhatti’s omission of vakrokti from 
his illustration of poetic figures, but also from 
Bhamaha’s own indication in the context ; for 
Bhamaha rejects (as also Kuntaka) the figures hetu, 
suksma and lesa (accepted by Dandin) as poetic 
figures, inasmuch as they do not involve vakrokti 
(ii. 86). If he had taken vakrokti as an independent 
poetic figure, then all the figures which involve 
vakrokti (and Bhamaha thinks all figures should 
involve this element) would constitute mixed alam- 
kdras. No alamkdra , however, is mixed [samsrta or 
samklrna) in his opinion simply because it contains 
vakrokti ; for vakrokti in such cases apparently forms 
an essential part of the figure in which it is involved. 

It seems, therefore, that Bhamaha regards 
vakrokti not as an alamkdra but as a characteristic 
mode of expression which underlies all alamkdras 
and which thus forms an essential element of Poetry 
itself, whose meaning can be manifested by vakrokti 
alone ; for Bhamaha lays down (ii. 85) : 
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saisd sarvaiva vakroktir anaydrtho vibhdvyate / 
yatno'syam kavind kdryafr, ok'lamkdro’nayd vin&U. 

“What is a poetic figure without vakrokti ?” he 
characteristically asks ; and as he lays down else¬ 
where that the vakrokti must be present in various 
kinds of poetic effort like the mahdkdvya, ndtaka, 
katha and akhydyikd, as well as underlie a poetic 
figure as its essential mark, it is no wonder that he 
should regard vakrokti as primarily manifesting the 
sense of poetry and call upon the poet to be diligent 
with respect to it. 

Thus, the vakrokti is taken by Bhamaha as the 
fundamental principle of all figurative expression, 
and indirectly of Poetry itself. In identifying it 
with the atisayokti Bhamaha partly implies that 
the lokdtikrdnta-gocaram vacalj, which is given as 
the essential characteristic of that figures (ii. 81), is 
also a characteristic of his vakrokti as a mode of 
expression. The vakratd, explained by Abhinava- 
gupta (°Looana p. 208) as lokottlrnena rupendva- 
sthdnam, implies a heightened form of expression 
different from matter-of-fact speech and involved in 
all figurative of poetic expression. 18 Bhamaha 
probably means to imply that the vakratd, resulting 
in a kind of atiiayokti, is a certain charmingness of 
expression or rather imaginativeness which is neces¬ 
sary to consititue a poetic figure, and which is 
absent in common speech where facts are simply 
stated. When words are used in the ordinary 

18. Kuntaka explains (p. 139) lokatikranta as prasiddha - 
vydpardtita. 
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manner, as people without a poetic turn of mind use 
them, there is no charm, no strikingness, no vakratd 
and consequently they are not poetical as Bhamaha 
understands it ; they are merely what some writers 
would call vdrttd (ii. 87). Such svabhdvokti or 
natural mode of speech, to which Dantjin is so 
partial, is not acceptable to Bhamaha who refuses 
to acknowledge svabhdvokti as a poetic figure at 
all. 10 It is only when words are used in a charming 

19. Bhamaha implies that a poet expresses things or ideas 
differently from the matter-of-fact way of common life. Hence 
he refuses to regard svabhdvokti (which consists in a plain des¬ 
cription of an object) as a poetic figure. But Dandin rightly 
reckons jdti or svabhdvokti among the alarpkdras. Though, 
formally, the expression of the svabhdvokti may not differ from 
a statement or description in common life, there is still u subs¬ 
tantial difference. For, the poet, as indeed any true artist, sees or 
conceives the very same thing not in the same way as common 
people. In the case of the latter, all things stand in some relation 
to his personal interests, which term should be understood to 
connote also scientific interest in them as objects of his know¬ 
ledge. But for the poet the object has no connexion with his 
or anybody’s interests, not even as an object of knowledge ; 
he has a vision of the thing in itself in its true nature. Xhis 
is what is partially understood by lokatikrdnta-gocaratd, and 
Jagannatha makes it clear while explaining the term lokottaratva 
as an element of poetic charm (ed. Bombay, 1915, p. 4). Literally 
lokottara means supermundane : but in the sense indicated * 
above it may be translated as “disinterested" or “disso¬ 
ciated". Now Dapdin, as we shall see presently, adopting the 
traditional term alarpkara and applying it to svabhdvokti , 
could not very well accept Bhamaha’s statement that vakrokti 
is the characteristic mark of all alarpkdras because vakrokti 
excludes svabhdvokti ; but he tries to reconcile his view with 
Bhamaha’s opinion by extending the latter’s remarks about 
atiiayokti (ii. 81 ) over all alarjikaras, thus including also svabhd - 
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sense or in an extraordinary manner thai we have 
what we call a poetic figure and true poetry.* 0 

Dandin, however, limits the scope of vakrokti in 

vokti. The Indian theorists have almost neglected perhaps 
the most important part of their task, viz. a definition of the 
nature of the subject of a poem as a product of the mind of the 
poet ; this problem is the main issue of Western Aesthetics. 
Only svabhdvokti and bhdvika can be adduced as a proof that 
the Indian theorists were conscious of the problem, but did 
not attack it in its entirety, treating only some aspects of it. 

20. As noted above, Dapd'a extends Bhamaha’s views 
about atliayokti , and speaks of all figures as depending on 
this figure : a view which is thus explained by Premacandra : 
alarpkdrdntardpdin api e$u upakdrt, atiSaya-jananatvarp vind 
bhiifanatayd na sydd ityabhiprdyah. Anandavardhana’s 
remarks in this connexion arc illuminating He says that 
it is possible to include ati&aya in all poetic figures, as has 
been successfully done by great poets, to increase the beauty 
of poetic compositions ; and citing Bhfimaha’s ideas of 
utiiayokti and vakrokti, he remarks (p. 207f) that there is a 
special charm in that poetic figure in which the ati&ayokti is 
established by the genius of the poet, and that other figures 
are merely so called. He adds that since the atiSayokti is 
able to enter into the body or composition of all alarpkaras , 
it is called their essence by assuming it ( upaedrat ) to be identi¬ 
cal with them. The atiiayokti, therefore, is taken, in terms of 
Abhinavagupta’s explanation, as the common mark or generic 
property of all poetic figures ( sarvdlarpkdra-sdmanya-rupam 
p. 208), or as Mammata puts it, as their life-breath or essence 
(prdriatvendvatiffhate p. 743). It is intelligible, therefore, why 
Bhamaha should identify this important figure with his vakrokti 
as the characteristic mark of all poetic figures. Later theorists 
would take this as an. instance of sarpspsfi or sarpkirnatva 
(i.e. commixture or conjunction of poetic figures), but in 
Bhamaha’s opinion the attfaya involved becomes a com¬ 
ponent part of the figure itself. 
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so far as he distinguishes it from svabhavokti, and 
uses the term as a collective designation for all 
alatnkaras ( alamkdra-sdmanya-vacana as Ruyyaka 
puts it) with the exception of this latter figure. 
In his Kdvyadarta ii which deals with the charac¬ 
teristics of different poetic figures, Dantfin begins 
(ii. 8) by defining svabhavokti as the ddyd alamkrtiJj 
or the first or primary poetic figure. Then after 
dealing with other independent figures, he goes on 
to discuss in ii. 358-62 why he does not accept the 
claims of ananvaya, sasamdeha, upama-rupaka and 
utpreksdvayava as independent figures. After this, 
he speaks of samsrsti or samklrna. Then comes 
the* important verse (ii. 362) in which alone he 
speaks of vakrokti : 

tlesafi sarvdsu pusmiti prdyo vakroktisu Sriyam / 
dvidhd bhinnam svabhdvoktir vakrokti^ ceti 

vanmayam // 

From this verse it appears at first sight that Dan^in 
is in complete agreement with Bhamaha, but is 
differing from him in so far as he distinguishes 
svabhavokti from vakrokti, dividing all poetical 
speech into these two modes. But from the con¬ 
text as well as from Dandin's general treatment, 
it will appear that although Dandin means substan¬ 
tially the same thing, he implies by the term vakrokti 
only a collective name for all poetic figures, ex¬ 
cepting the ‘first’ or ‘primary’ figure svabhavokti. 
For, after having spoken of mixed figures, Dan<Jin 
in the verse cited says that tlesa, itself a figure, 
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produces charm in all poetic figures ; and from this 
point of view all alamkdras (excepting svabhdvokti 
in which indeed there is no scope for ilesa) may be 
regarded as samklrna. The verse under discussion, 
therefore, comes in quite pertinently in connexion 
with samklrna figures, with the remark that Slesa 
comes in almost all poetic figures. 21 The verse, 
therefore, may be roughly translated thus : “Poet¬ 
ical speech is divided into svabhdvokti and all other 
figures (collectively called vakrokti) ; in the latter 
case, generally speaking, ilesa unfolds its beauty". 
Dandin thus uses the term vakrokti in a somewhat 
restricted sense from that of Bhamaha, modifying it 
and confining it into the more definite "significance 
of a collective designation of the poetic figures in 


21. The mention of Stefa in connexion with other poetic 
figures is also not without its significance. It is well known 
that the relation of Stefa to other figures, only touched upon 
by Dandin, began to be warmly discussed from Ud bbata’s 
time, as the remarks of Pratfharendu and Ruyyaka (p. 97 with 
Jayaratha thereon) make it clear, although it must be admitted 
that Udbhata was anticipated, if not fully foreshadowed, by 
Bhamaha iii. 14-19. Udbhata declares that in all cases where 
Stefa comes in other figures, it determines the value of those 
figures which, in fact, come into existence by the power of Stefa. 
Bhamaha, on the other hand, merely says that the Stefa gives 
a sahokti , a upama , or a hetu. Daijdin adds to this the criticism 
or rather the general proposition that in almost every figure 
(and not only in those mentioned by Bhamaha) the Stefa may 
be found increasing its charm. Strictly speaking Dafldin does 
not seem to look upon these cases of the coming together of 
Stefa and other figures as samkirnatva , for although the remark 
is made in this context, the section on samkirna figures appears 
to close with ii. 361. 
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general. That this is meant by Dandin is clear 
from two old commentaries given in the Madras 
edition of the text. The Hrdayangama commen¬ 
tary thus explains the verse : Sleso no kevalani 
arthantaranydsa eva sarvdsu vakroktisvapi firiyaw 
janayati I vdnmayasya dvaividhyam darsayati— 
bhinnam iti / svabhdvoktir ddydlamkdrah / vakrokti - 
fabdena-upamddayalj samklrna-paryantd alattiledru 
ucyante. Tarunavacaspati agrees with this inter¬ 
pretation, but differs as to what group of alum haras 
Dantjin signifies by this collective name : sva- 
vydkhyana-vyatirikta sarvd alamkrtir vakroktir ity 
ucyate. It may be remarked, however, that apart 
from technical considerations, the distinction implied, 
here is practically (as Kuntaka's treatment would 
shew) a distinction without a difference ; and 
Dan<Jin's use of the term may be taken, for all 
practical purposes, to be nearly the same as 
Bhamaha's. 

Vamana, however, uses the term vakrokti in an 
entirely different sense. He was the first to apply 
it to designate a special poetic figure ; but he differs 
from Rudrata in applying it to the case of an arthd- 
lamkdra and gives it a more or less general conno¬ 
tation to indicate a particular mode of metaphorical 
expression based on laksana. This arthdlamkdra, 
according to him, occurs where the indicated sense 
{laksana ) is based on the idea of similarity ( sadrfya, 
IV. 3. 8.and vrtti ). 22 It is, thus, essentially a meta- 

22. It would be called avivakfita-vdeya vyangya by Ananda- 
vardhana ; and in Mammata’s terminology we should call 
it lakfana-mula-gu<1ha-vyangya-pradhdna dhvani. 
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phorical mode of speech, and is distinct from the 
vakrokti of earlier writers. 

An attempt has been made in the above exposi¬ 
tion to demonstrate that while Bhamaha and Dantjin 
use the term vakrokti in an extended and general 
sense, Viimana and Rudrata employ it to designate 
a particular figure of speech, whether the figure be a 
sabddlamkdra or an arthdlamkdra. While Rudra- 
ta's definition became standardised in later literature 
we find hardly any surviving trace of Dantjin's and 
Vamana's idea of the same. Bhiimaha's vakrokti, 
however, found an exponent in Kuntaka who deve¬ 
lops its implications fully in his Vakrokti-jivita and 
builds a unique theory of Poetics on its basis. He 
adopts Bhiimaha’s idea of vakrokti as the distin¬ 
guishing characteristic of all poetic figures (alam- 
kdra-sdmdnya-laksanu 2S ) and employs it to denote 
selection of words and turning of ideas which are 
peculiar to poetry and which are abhorrent of matter- 
of-fact speech. But he analyses all poetic speech 
from this standpoint and elaborately develops what 
is only hinted at by Bhamaha. 

6. Kuntaka’s Theory of Poetry 

At the outset of his work, Kuntaka lays down 

23. This phrase is used, in explaining Kuntaka’s vakrokti, 
by Ramacarana in his commentary on ViSvanatha’s Sahitya- 
darpana. Vi$vanetha, however, discredits the theory by hastily 
identifying Kuntaka’s vakrokti with the vakrokti-alarpkdra of 
the writers who accept Rudrata’s definition ( vakroktih kdvya- 
jivitam iti vakrokti-jivita-kdroktam api parastam, vakroktir 
alarpkara-rupatvdt). 
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briefly (i, 3) that his object in writing a fresh treatise 
on Poetics, when many others exist already in the 
field, is "to establish the idea of vaicitrya which 
causes extraordinary or disinterested 24 charm in poe¬ 
try ( lokottara-camatkara-kari-vaicitrya-siddhaye). 
This pithy phrase, which sums up the characteristics 
of what he means by vakrokti in poetry, practically 
forms the central principle of his poetic theory. For 
the vakrokti, which he maintains to be essential in 
poetry, is taken as a kind of vicitrd abhidhd (on i. 10, 
p. 22), so that the vakratva or vakra-bhava under¬ 
lying it becomes synonymous with vaicitrya or 
vicitra-bhdva. Indeed, Kuntaka does not appear to 
make any distinction between them but uses them as 
interchangeable terms (e.g. on i. 18, p. 29 ; i. 20, 
p. 40 ; on i. 21, p. 41, etc.). This vakratva or 
vaicitrya is explained as Sdstradi-prasiddha-tabdd- 
rthopanibandha-vyatireki (p. 14), or more generally as 
prasiddha-prasthana-vyatireki (p. 29) or atikrdnta- 
prasiddha-vyavahara-sarani (p. 195). In other 

words, it consists of a strikingness of expression 
which is different from the established or current 
mode of speech, such as we find in the Sdstras and 
the like. It is thus a deviation from the matter-of- 
fact manner of treatment established in the sciences 
and the scripture ; or, more widely, from established 
usage in general. Mahimabhatta explains this 
standpoint' clearly when he says 85 that when 

24. This translation of the term lokottara should be taken 
in the sense already explained above in footnote 19. 

25. prasiddham mdrgam utsrjya yairu vaicitrya-siddhaye j 
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oontrary to established usage, an idea is expressed 
with a view to attain strikingness, we have what is 
called vakrokti. 

Referring to the conventional definition that a 
word and its sense in their alliance constitute poetry, 
Kuntaka lays down the qualification that this alliance 
must have the speciality 26 of being characterised by 
what he calls vakratva or vaicitrya ^i. 7 ; i. 10). 
He does not hold with Dandin (i. 10) that mere 
word, however charming, or mere idea constitutes 
poetry (p. 10, na Sabdasyaiva ramamyatd-vUistasya 
kevalasya kdvyatvam, ndpyarthasya ; also p. 7) ; 
what makes them into poetry is the presence of the 
vaicitrya due to vakrokti, which is therefore the 
essence of poetic speech (i. 10). 

This vakrokti is further described as vaidagdhya- 
bhangl-bhaniti (i. 10), which is explained in the vrtti 
as a mode of expression ( bhaniti 87 ), depending on 
the peculiar turn ( bhangl or vicchitti a8 ) given to it 
by the skill of the poet (vaidagdhya or kavi-kautala). 

anyathaivoryate so’rthah sa vakroktir uddhrtd // (p. 28). Cf. 
also his explanation of Kuntaka’s standpoint : sdstradi- 
prasidUha-sabddrthopanibandha-vyatireki yad vaicitryarp tan- 
matra-lak?anarn vakratvam ndma kavyasya jlvitam iti. 

26. prasiddham eva sdhityam abhipretam etc., p. 10. 

27. This term is explained elsewhere as vicitrd abhidhd 
or vinyasa-vaicitrya ; and kavi-vyapara is described as a 
krama , i.e. mode or manner. 

28. The word vicchitti is used synonymously, with bhangi, 
as well as with vaicitrya and manojhatva (p. 99), and connotes 
a certain charm which is also expressed by the terms carutva 
or sobha. 
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Ultimate emphasis is, therefore, laid (as Ruyyaka 
also points out*®) on kavi-kauiala which is elsewhere 
designated more comprehensively as kavi-vyapdra 
or an act of the imagination on the part of the poet. 
The vakra-kavi-vyapdra (i. 7) or kavi-vydpdra- 
vakratva ^i.18) is, in Kuntaka's opinion, the ultimate 
source of poetry. The vakroJcti is thus a bhaniti- 
prakara, or in the terminology of Ruyyaka an ukti- 
vatcitrya which rests entirely on the genius of the 
poet. 

It follows from this exposition that Kuntaka, like 
Bhamaha, cannot accept any composition involving 
mere svabhavokti, although Dantjin and others have 
given prominence to this particular figure, which 
consists in a description of the natural disposition 
[svabhdva) of an object. When we make use of 
embellishment ( alamkdra ), what we embellish is the 
svabhdva of an object. If this svabhdva itself is an 
embellishment, as it is in svabhavokti, what is there 
left to be embellished ? To Kuntaka, a plain des¬ 
cription of this svabhdva (as he takes it) is obviously 
without the requisite strikingness ; and he is 
naturally afraid, apart from technical objections. 


29. vydpdrasya prddhanyarp ca kdvyasya pralipede, p. 8, 
the term vyapdrasya being explained by Jayaratha as kavi- 
pratibhollikhitasya karmanah, kavi-pratibha-nirvartitatvam 
antarena hi vakroktir eva na sydt. The kavi-pratibhd is declar¬ 
ed by Kuntaka to be the supreme factor ( kavi-pratibhia-prau<fliir 
eva prddhdnyendvatiy(hate, p. 13). But he also admits vyutpatti 
(culture) and abhyasa (practice), p. 46-47. This pratibhd, accord¬ 
ing to Kuntaka, should be praktanddyatana-sarpskdra-paripdka- 
pratltfhd (p. 49). 
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that the inclusion of this figure would admit even 
commonplace unadorned expressions into poetry 
(p. 24). But this does not mean that Kuntaka 
entirely rejects the possibility of embellishing the 
svabhuva of an object. He includes it in the scope 
of a special kind of vdhyu-vukratd (iii. If) in which 
the svabhuva of an object, whether sahaja or dhdrya, 
forms the legitimate theme for heightened ex¬ 
pression, and allows it as one of the elements of the 
simpler suhumdra-mdrga (i. 26). 

Kuntaka also appears to agree with Bhnmaha 
that the utiiaya, which he paraphrases in one place 
as prakarsa-kaslhddhiroha (p. 195), is involved in 
vakrokti-vaicitrya ; and he takes it as a necessary 
clement in what he calls vicitra-mdrga (i. 42). But 
as this vaicitrya , which consists in a departure from 
conventional usage (prasiddha-vyatirekitva ), may 
be attained by wild or eccentric writing, it is laid 
down that it should be tadvid-dhlada-kari or 
capable of pleasing the connoisseur. The tadvid- 
ahldda-kdritva is defined as consisting of a 
pleasing enjoyment beyond what is afforded by the 
excellence of word, sense or embellishment (i. 23). 
Thus the ultimate test of this vaicitrya in poetry is 
tadvid-dhldda or the appreciation of the sahrdaya, 
the man of taste. The tad-vid or sahrdaya plays 
an important part in poetic theories. The Sanskrit 
authors clearly assert that every one is not capable 
of realising the charm of poetry (consisting of the 
vaicitrya, lokottara ahldda or camatkdra underlying 
rasa or vakrokti) and demand a degree of culture 
and aesthetic instinct in the capable reader, the 
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rasika or the sahrdaya He is the expert who must 
not only be initiated into the intricacies of theoretic 
requirements ( kavydrtha-vid) but must also possess 
the finer capacity of aesthetic enjoyment born out 
of wide culture and identification with the feelings 
and moods of the poet. Anandavardhana discusses 
sahrdayatva at some length at p. 160f, and Abhi- 
navagupta arrives at a concise definition of the 
sahrdaya thus (p. II) : yes am kdvyunusilumbhydsa- 
va&dd visadlbhute mano-mukure varyGmya-tammyi- 
bhavana-yogyatd te hrdaya-samvddabhajalj sahrduyali, 
a definition which became so much standardised 
that Hemacandra does not scruple to copy it 
literally. 

Taking this broad connotation of vakrokti, 
Kuntaka maintains that this vakrokti constitutes 
the only possible embellishment or alamkdra of 
poetry. No doubt, for the sake of convenience of 
treatment, one speaks conventionally of alamkdrya 
(that which is to be embellished, viz. Sabda and 
artha) and its alamkdra (embellishment, viz. the 
poetic figures) ; but this distinction, in his opinion, 
is not essential. The embellished speech itself in its 
entirety is poetry and the addition of poetic figures 
is not adventitious (p. 6, 11. 1-4). His position 
appears to be that embellished word and sense 
[sdlamkrta Sabddrtha) constitue poetry ; and it is 
not proper to say that alamkdras belong to kdvya, 
for this statement would suggest that kdvya may 
exist without them. Indeed, vakrokti as a mode of 
expression being essential in poetry, it underlies and 
forms the substance of all poetic figures so called. 
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In a sense, therefore, Kuntaka (like Dandin) uses 
the term vakrokti as almost co-extensive with the 
generic term alamkdra ; and in one place (on i. 42), 
he paraphrases vakrokti-vaicitrya as alamkdravi- 
citra-bhdva and vakrokti as sakaldlamkdra-sdmdnya 
(p. 53). Later writers make this clear when they 
explain that Kuntaka takes the alamkdras as abhi- 
dhdna-prakdra-viiesa, and that vakrokti is nothing 
moTe than alamkdra-sdmdnya-vacana or alamkdra - 
sdmdnya-laksana. As such, therefore, the vakrokti 
is, as Kuntaka holds, the only alamkrti possible to 
iabda and artha (i. 10) ; and all so-called poetic 
figures are but different aspects of the vakrokti. As 
a matter of fact Kuntaka includes the alamkdras in 
the province of vdkya-vakratd (i. 20 and ch. iii). 

The vakrokti being the only alatnkdra admissible, 
all other alamkdras or poetic figures so analysed by 
other writers can be properly included in its com¬ 
prehensive scope. Kuntaka is conscious of the fact 
that the kavi-vydpdra, which is the source of 
vakrokti, is in its nature undefinable ; yet one can 
distinguish and classify its function into six different 
spheres. The vakratva, created by kavi-vydpdra, 
may occur in the following cases : (1) In the 
arrangement of letters which is termed varna- 
vinydsa-vakratd. In this may be included among 
other things, all matters which other writers would 
include in anuprdsa arid yamaka. (2-3) In the 
substantive (pratipadika) or the terminal ( pratyaya ) 
part of a word, called respectively pada-purvdrdha- 
and pada-pardrdha- (or pratyaya-) vakratd. In the 
former are included peculiar uses of parydya 
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(synonym), rudhi (conventional words), upacdra 
(fancied identification founded on resemblance), 
vitesana (attributive words), samvrti (covert expre¬ 
ssions), vrtti (i.e., samdsa and taddhifa affixes), bhdva 
(roots of words), liriga (gender) and kriyd (verb). 
In the second group are dealt with the peculiar uses 
of hdh (tense), kdraka (case), samkhyd (number), 
purusii (person), upagraha (voice) and particles and 
indcclinables. (4) In a sentence, called vdhya- 
vakratd. The vdhya-vakratd may be of infinite 
varieties (bhidyate sahasradhd), for it depends on the 
fertile fancy of the poet (kavi-pratibhdnam dnantydd 
niyatatvam na sambhavati). In this section is 
included the treatment of all poetic figures (i. 20) 
embracing those figures (e.g. rasavat , preyas etc.) 
which, according to older writers, involve rasas as 
an accessory element, but which, according to 
Kuntaka, delineate the rasas principally. This is 
the subject-matter of the third chapter. (5) In a 
particular topic ( prakarana ), called prakarapa - 
vakratd. (6) In the composition as a whole, called 
prabandha-vakrata. The fourth chapter is devoted 
to a consideration of these two subjects. With 
the exception of the introductory portion of the 
first chapter which deals with general principles, 
the whole of the work is devoted to the definition, 
classification and illustration of these varieties 
of vakratd , which forms the different categories 
into which poetic speech is analysed. But Kuntaka 
himself admits that vakratva may be of infinite 
kinds, depending on the creative genius of individual 
poets. 
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Kuntaka appears to put much more stress on 
riti than his master Bhamaha does, and his treat¬ 
ment of gunas appertaining thereto is much more 
elaborate. In this he was probably influenced by 
the traditions of the ri//-$chool. He acknowledges 
three mdrgas (a term used both by Dandin and 
Viimana as equivalent to n//),and these correspond 
to the three ritis of Vamana and his followers 80 . 
But he finds fault with the classification and nomen¬ 
clature of ritis adopted by these exponents of the 
ri//-theory. Kuntaka alludes to Dan^in’s twofold 
and Vamana's threefold classification of ritis, but 
asserts that if ritis are to be named and differen¬ 
tiated as vaidarbhi, gauili etc., after different 
localities in which they are supposed to flourish, 
then one would be forced to admit infinite varieties 
of ritis as there is infinite number of countries. 
In his opinion, a particular riti cannot be estab¬ 
lished as a de$a-dharma ; for it does not depend 
on particular regional characteristics, or spfecial 
customs of a particular place, but on the peculiarities 
of iakti (power), vyutpatti (culture) and abhydsa 
(practice) of particular types of poets, which can 
never conform to mere geographical distribution. 
To classify ritis, again, into good, bad or indifferent 
(i uttama , adhama and madhyama) and give.them 
geographical names is futile ; for the best kind of 


30. With regard to the three vrttis of older writers (e.g. 
Udbhata), Kuntaka says in one place that they are '(especially 
upanagarikd vftti ) the same as varna-yinyasa-vakratd, which 
is equivalent to anupr&sa and yamaka of orthodox Poetics. 
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poetry alone, the uttama kdvya, which appeals to 
the s.ensibUities of the sahrdaya is to be accepted, 
<*nd there is no point in admitting or framing rules 
for the sorpalled madhyama and adhama rltis. In 
these arguments Kuntaka anticipates the objections 
put forward by Mammata and his followers against 
the rlti-X heory generally ; but Kuntaka admits the 
rlti to a distinct place in his system, adopting 
however, a different basis of classification. In his 
opinion, the kavi-svabhd\a alone furnishes the crite¬ 
rion for havi-prasthdna-bheda ; and the rltis are to be 
classified according to the essential difference in the 
takti, vyutpatti and abhydsa of particular types of 
poets. One class of poets has special fitness for com¬ 
positions characterised by saukumdrya, while others 
prefer vaicitnya, these being the two extreme styles 
of composition. But there may be still other poets 
who would like to steer a middle course, thus 
favouring a mixed style. 

Broadly speaking, the chief distinction between 
the sukumdra and the vicitra mdrga seems to be 
that in the former the kavi-kautala is not ahdrya 
(adventitious or artificial) because of the prominence 
given to the svabhdva of things, and consequently 
whatever ornamentation it possesses is effected with 
the least effort ; while in the vicitra mdrga, the 
vakrokti-vacitrya, by which is meant alamkdra- 
vicitra-bhdva, predominates and poetic effort is sub¬ 
ordinated to this object. In the sukumdra style the 
natural powers of the poet find an unhampered scope 
qnd result in ^ kind of heightened (sdtUaya) expre¬ 
ssion ; while in the vicitra style the art is chiefly 
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d$coratiye, and through it the bhaniti-vaicitrya 
attains a peculiar factitious charm. The dhvani (or 
pratlyamdmtd as it is called) is an element in both ; 
hii^ in the former the rasa becomes an anga of the 
delineation of svabhdva, while in the latter the 
ornamentation is to be done in accordance with the 
underlying motives of rasa {rasaftnta). In Kunta- 
ka’s opinion, the vicitra mdrga, which is favoured 
b ( y all good poets, is the more difficult of the two, 
dejnanding greater skill and maturity of treatment. 

To the sukumdra mdrga belong the excellences 
of mddhurya (sweetness due to fewness of com¬ 
pounds), prasdda (perspicuity), lavanya (beauty 
•arising out of proper arangement of letters and 
words) and dbhijdtya (smoothness). The vicitra 
mdrga is similarly characterised by four sets of ex¬ 
cellences, which are designated by the same names 
but defined somewhat differently ; viz. mddhurya 
(cqn\pactness of skilful structure avoiding laxity), 
prasdda (lucidity due to the use of- expressive words 
and easy syntax 31 ), ldya#ya (beauty due to the 
arrangement of short and long syllables), and dbhi¬ 
jdtya (elevatedness which is neither too soft nor too 
hard). The madhyama mdrga, which stands midway 
between these two styles, combines the excellences 
of both (ubhaydtmaka). To these special charater- 
istics Kuntaka adds aucitya (i. 53-54) and saubhagya 
(i. 55-56) as excellences common to the three mar gas. 
The aucitya-, which as a characteristic emphasises 


31. Two alternative definitions are given, which include 
respectively Vamana’s Sabda-guna and artha-guna prasdda. 
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the fitness of words and ideas, had been admit¬ 
ted by the Dhvani school chiefly in connection 
with rasa, and discussed generally in a 
separate treatise by Ksemendra 32 ; while the 
saubhagya is an excellence which arises out of the 
realisation of all the resources of a composition, 
From the prominence thus given to the analysis 
of alamkdra, it will be clear that Kuntaka could 
not put enough emphasis on rasa and bkdva as 
elements of poetry. The rasa is dealt with topically 
in connexion with the poetic figures of the different 
mdrgas in which it is involved, as also in the 
treatment of prakarana-prabandha-vakratd. Kun¬ 
taka admits the necessity of rasa, but regards its 
delineation apparently as a special kind of realising 
va hr a tva in a composition He quotes with approval 
an antara-iloka which lays down (ch. iv) : nirantara- 
rasoddhara-garbha-saundarya-nirbharab / girah kavi- 
ndm jlvanti na kathd-mdtram diritab II- He admits 
that it is not the mere matter or plot but the beauty 
imparted to it by the continuous development of 
rasa which can make the words of a poet live, and 
in this he follows the dictum of Anandavardhana 
(p. 148) ; but as he had already accepted the 
essentiality of vakrokti, the rasa could be compre¬ 
hended only as an element of vakrokti. It would 
appear that the theorists of the school to which 
Kuntaka belonged were indeed cognisant of that 
aesthetic delectableness which must be present 


32. See S. K. De Sanskrit Poetics, (2nd ed. 1959) ii, pp. 281- 

82 . 
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in poetry and which in Sanskrit goes by the name 
of rasa, they could not yet harmonise it with their 
theory of alamkdra, except indirectly as an embelli*. 
shment of the language or of sense 33 . Thus in the 
figure rasavat, which was recognised by old Poetics 
(Bhamaha iii. 6 ; Dandin ii. 280f) and which helped 
to smuggle in, as it were, the idea of rasa into their 
systems, the moods and feelings are roused not for 
their own sake but only to adorn the expressed 
thought. Kuntaka substantially follows this 
tradition, but as in the meantime the Dhvanikara 
and Anandavardhana had already worked out the 
importance of rasa and indicated its position as an 
essential element in poetry, he had to assign to rasa 

33. On this point see S. K. De, Theory of Rasa in Sanskrit 
Poetics in Sir Asutosh Mookerjee Commemoration VoIume > 
vol. iii (orientalia pt. 2) pp. 207-216. Also Jacobi i ikZDMG 
lvi, 1902, p. 396. It may be noted here that Kuntaka regards 
camatkara, which term he uses almost synonymously with 
vaicitrya, as the essential ingredient of vakrokti. In this he 
falls in with the theorists of Rasa Schools who take camatkara 
as a necessary underlying element in rasa. This camatkara , 
characterised as lokottara ahlada (super-mundane or “disin¬ 
terested” pleasure), is described by Jagannatha (p. 4) as a fact 
of internal experience ( anubhava-sak$ika ) which lies at root 
of all poetry (cf. ViSvanatha who quotes rase sarai camatkdrah 
sarvatrapv anubhuyate, on iii. 3). ViSvanStha describes this 
camatkara as a kind of expanding of the mind, of which another 
name is surprise ( camatkarai citta-vistdra-rupo vismayapara- 
paryayah, implying that the marvellous always underlies the 
rasa ( tat-camalkara-saratve sarvatrapyadbhuto rasah under iii. 3). 
Thus the exponents of the rasa and of the alamkdra theories 
approach ultimately the same standard through different avenues; 
and the final appeal to the taste of the sahrdaya logically follows 
from this standpoint in both cases. 





a definite place in his sySteiii; And could no 
longer regard the r'asaval etc.. as convenient 
figures of speech in Which the rasas could be 
included. 

While disciissing the kind of vdkya-vahrata ih 
which the sva-parispanda or svabhdva of an objett 
forms the theme, Kuntaka gives directions as to how 
sentient objects can be described and made attrac¬ 
tive through the proper development of sentiments 
like love (iii.7f). Hfe appears to accept the theory 
of Anandavardhana (pp. 24-26) that the rasa's can¬ 
not be sva-Sabda-vdcyu and gently ridicules thdse 
writers (e.g. Udbhata) Who hold views to the contrary 
(p. 159). In this connexion he points out how 
charming results can be produced in poetry by 
nourishing rasas and bhavas, ahd cites verses from 
the Vtkramorva&ya and Tdpasa-vatsardja as illus¬ 
trations of vipralambha Srngdra and karuna rasti 
respectively. He also comments upon the raso- 
ddipafia-samarthya (iii. 8) of Kumdra iii. 32 and 
Viltramorva&ya ii. 6. incidentally he considers 
in detail the claims of the so-called rasdiamkdras 
(rasavat, preyas, tirjasvin and samdhita) to 
be included ih the list of alamkaras, as they were 
done by older writers who comprehended all ideas 
of rasa in these figures. Kuntaka could not regard 
them in the same light as they were viewed by 
older theorists likS Bhimaha and bandin, nor could 
lie regard them with Anandavardhana as cases of 
gumbhuta-vyangya in which the suggested sehse 
(here rasa) is subordinated to the expressed pdetic 
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figure. 84 He maintains that, like svabhdvokti, they 
are not alamkdras, but alamkdrya ; i.e. in these 
so-called poetic figures, the rasa is developed 
for its own sake and not hierely as an embellish¬ 
ment df the expressed thought. He criticises 
severely the older views of Bhumaha, Dandin, 
Udbhata and others, commenting in detail updn 
their definitions and illustrations, and holds that 
the rasavat is neither dar4ita-spa?ta-6rrig&yddt~ 
rasam, nor rasdtrayani, nor rasa-peiala\n, but 
rasena vartate tulyam (p. 175), and cites the 
verse upodha-rdgena as its proper illustration. 
But he is at the same time careful ill laying 
down : rasa-svabhdvdlaynkdrd-ndm sarvesdm kavt- 
kautalafri eva jlvitam (p. 146), indicating thereby 
that-even the rasavat , in which rasa is independently 
developed, is only an aspect of vakratd depending 
on kavi-kau&a\a. If not theoretically invulherable, 
this view is interesting as indicating that the impor¬ 
tance of rasa, first advocated in poetic theories by 
the Dhvanik&ra, appears to have influenced thinkerfc 
belonging to other traditions of thought. The 
Dhvanikara attempted to reconcile the older idea 
of rasavat as involving the rasas secondarily by 
admitting it in his second division of poetry ; but 
Kuntaka brushes aside all older views in this 
respect, and thinks that the ease Of rasavat should 
be considered as one id which thfe pddt has an 
opportunity of creating a kind of va'krv'kii in Which 
the rdsa Supplies the principal charm. 


34-. Sec Sanskrit freiids pp. 
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Thus Kuntaka, recognising the importance of 
rasa in poetry, had to allow it to form an element 
of the two kinds of style, the sukumara (i. 26) and 
the vicitra (i. 41). He lays down in general terms 
that vicchitti is sarasatva-sampaducitd (ii. 35). He 
also allows the rasas to play an important part in 
what he calls prabandha- and prakarana-vukratd, 
i.e., in vakratd occuring in the composition as a 
whole or in its constituent episodes. In a prakarana „ 
for instance, the special kind of vakratd-vicchittr 
(or the ingenious and charming turns) introduced in 
the incidents of a traditional plot is justified in so 
far as it contributes to the development of rasas 
(evam esdm mahakavi-prabandhesu prakarana- 
vakratd-vicchittib rasa-nisyandinl etc.). Sometimes 
the prakarana-vakratd may be such that the arigi or 
dominant rasa is developed in an act of a drama 
(e.g. in Vikramorvailya iv) to a climax which it has 
never attained either before or after. Sometimes 
a single rasa like karurta is developed and sustained 
throughout the play with constant repetition of the 
theme, but the vakratd is thereby not rendered 
tiresome because it is woven with new surprises 
and made brilliant with rasa and alamkdra. In 
a prabandha, again, the arigi rasa of the original 
story may be abandoned in favour of another rasa 
to impart new charm to the plot. Thus in the 
Vern-sanihara the dominant Santa rasa of the Mahd- 
bhdrata is rejected in favour of vlra rasa. 

Similar remarks apply to Kuntaka’s treatment 
of the element of dhvani in poetry. It is clear that 
Kuntaka, who admits not the essentiality of rasa or 



dhvani, but that of vakrokti, can comprehened them 
only in some aspects of vakratd. Ruyyaka explains 
that all ideas of dhvani are acknowledged by 
Kuntaka in the special form of vakrokti, called 
upacdra-vakratd, the peculiarity of his view consist¬ 
ing in this recognition of the concept of the 
“suggested sense” and in the attempt to incorporate 
it in vakrokti. From Kuntaka’s treatment of 
upacdra-vakratd in ii. 13-14 and at pp. 99 (also p. 32) 
it appears that the upacdra-vakratd lies at the root 
of such pleasing figures as rupaka and therefore of 
metaphorical expression generally ; and that, 
generally speaking, the upaedra consists of a 
supposed or fancied identification of two objects, 
however distinct, on the basis even of the slightest 
resemblance. The term upaedra, no doubt, is often 
used loosely 36 as identical with laksand (Indication 
or Transferred Sense) ; but the above interpretation 
agrees with the idea of upaedra expounded by a 
majority of theorists, and is put concisely by ViSva- 
natha (p. 47) as “the arrest of the apprehension 
of difference between two objects, absolutely 
distinct, by meansl of the greatness of their 
resemblance.” 30 As such, therefore, it is admittedly 
involved in figures like rupaka (metaphor) and forms 
the basis of metaphorical expression in general. As 
an instance of upacdra-vakratd Kuntaka cites (p. 32) 

35. Mammata ii p. 53 ; °Locana p. 51. 

36. atyantarji viia-kalitayofi iabdayoh sadr&yatiiaya-mahimnd 
bheda-praiiti-sthaganam. Cf. Uddyota on Mammata (ed. Can- 
dorkar) ii. 5, p. 46. 



the ease of application to immaterial objects of 
words which denote material objects, as in the 
phrase 'particle of abuse’. The word ‘particle’ 
applicable to material objects in the sense of 'little' 
bears a pleasing charm to the sahrdaya, when it 
is applied, through the analogy of‘littleness’, to such 
immaterial objects as ‘abuse’. This view of vpacdra 
agrees with that of the Nyaya-v&rttika on II. 2. 63, 
which explains it as a-tacchabdasya tacchabden&bhi- 
dhdnam upacdrab■ Kuntaka’s upacura would 
come under the comprehensive domain of transferred 
expression known as laksand, and would be included 
by the writers of the Dhavni School in the province 
of laksana-mula dhvani or Suggestion based upon 
Transference or Indication. 

The Vakroktijivita-kfira, therefore, may be 
classed (together with Bhamaha, Dantjin, Udbhata, 
and V&mana) among those who hold (according to 
the classification of the Dhvanikara and Ananda- 
vardhana) that dhvani or Suggestion is bh&kta ; or, 
in other words, among those who maintain that the 
suggested sense is not the essence of poetry but is 
only a secondary element. Kuntaka acknowledges 
the concept of dhvani but denies its independent 
existence as "the soul of poesy" by including it under 
various fonhs Of vakrokti, especially in upacdrA- 
vakrata. Haricand Sast'rl 37 is hardly accurate in 
stating that the system of vakrokti, as propounded 
by Kuntaka, is also known as the system of bhakti. 
The word bhakti or bh&kta, as explained by 


37. Kalidasa et I’Art poetique de VInde, pp. 96-7. 



Abhinavagupta (p. 9), is almost synonymous with 
iaksand or Idksa/iika, and is therefore a very com¬ 
prehensive term to indicate generally the systems 
of all writers Who tegard dhvani as a secondary 
element (bhakta or gauna) in poetry. 88 Kuntaka, 
therefore, in maintaining the primary importable 
of vakrokti and regarding dhvani as a secondary 
element included therein, certainly belongs to this 
school ; but the same remark applies also to 
Bhilmaha, Udbhata, Dan<Jin and Vamana of oldef 
Poetics who apparently include all ideas of dhvani 
in particular poetic figures like parydyokta etc. 
Thus we see that the doctrine of vakrokti (in 
relation to the theory of dhvani), as set forth by 
Kuntaka, is not synonymous with but is only a 
variety of bhakti-vada, which is alluded to by the 
Dhvanikiira in the first verse of his work, but which 
takes several forms, as Abhinavagupta poiiits out, 
according as the tdddtmya or tadrUpya (identity, 
as in the case of a parydya or syfionym), laksapa 
(i.e. vydvartaka-dharma or differentiating property) 
or upalaksapa (i.e. kdddcitka-vydvartaka-dharma or 
an occasional mark) of laksand or Indication is 
posited with reference to the function of vyanjahd 
or Suggestion. Haricand is inaccurate, there¬ 
fore, in stating that the Vakroktijivita-kara Was 
the creator of the system of bhakti ; to put it 
accurately Kfintaka belOiiged to that school of 

38. Dhvanyaloka i. 1 (bhaklam dhus tam anye ) and v/7//. 
Vidyadhara says (p. 51) : kuntakena bhaktdvantarbhdvito 
m-Mh. 
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opinion which maintained, among other things, that 
bhakti or laksand alone is sufficient to explain 
the existence of the suggested sense, which is thus 
assigned a secondary place in his system as an 
element in poetry. This view is sometimes tech¬ 
nically known as antarbhdva-vdda ; and Jayaratha, 
commenting on Ruyyaka’s remarks about our author 
expressly says : idanim yadyapyanyair asya 
( =dhvane/i) bhaktyantarbhdvam uktam tad a pi 
dartayitum aha (p. 8). 

But in spite of the opinions of Ruyyaka, 
Vidyadhara and Jayaratha, it appears that Kuntaka 
is more fully alive to the importance of dhvani in 
poetry than they would make us believe, and assigns 
to it a larger part in his scherad of Poetics than 
allowing it to be comprehended in all its aspects 
in upacdra-vakratd merely. At the very outset 
of his work he defines vdcaka iabda and vdeya art ha 
(i. 8, p. 15) comprehensively as including in its scope 
not only laksaka iabda and laksya artha but also 
vyanjaka and vyangya word and sense, thus 
expressly recognising the three vrtt/s, including 
vyanjand, in poetry. He acknowledges the element 
of dhvani in the sukumara mdrga (i. 26) but more 
explicitly in the vicitra mdrga (i. 40). In the 
category of pada-vakratd, the dhvani is admitted 
not only in upacdra-vakratd but also in rudhi- 
vaicitrya-vakrata and in parydya-vakrata. In the 
case of upacdra-vakratd the verse gaanam ca matta- 
tneham from Gauiavaho is cited 39 as an illustration, 

39. Jayaratha (p. 8) after stating that this verse is cited 



but Anandavardhana quotes the same verse as an 
example of atyanta-tiraskrta-vdcya dhvani (i.e. the 
case of suggestion where the expressed sense disap¬ 
pears entirely). Under rudhi-vaicitrya-vakratd i0 ,Kun- 
taka cites Anandavardhana’s own verse tdld jdamti 
gum, as well as snigdha-6ydmula-kdnti-lipta°, which 
Anandavardhana quotes as an example of arthdn- 
tara-samkramita-vdcya dhvani (i.e. the case of sug¬ 
gestion where the expressed sense passes into another 
sense). Thus the two cases of laksand-mula dhvani, 
recognised by the Dhvani school, are acknow¬ 
ledged by Kuntaka. % The paryaya-vakrata, again, 
where words with a double meaning lead to the 
suggestion of a metaphor or simile is expressly stated 
by Kuntaka (p. 85) to fall within the province of 
what is called the Sabda-Sakti-mula dhvani. Thus 
Kuntaka admits most of the broad divisions of 
dhvani elaborated by the dftvaif/-theorists. 

Again, Kuntaka recognises pratiyamdnatd 
generally in those cases of vdkya-vakratd where 
the svabhdva of an object forms the theme (iii. 1) 
and guardedly uses the term gocaratva instead of 
vdcyatva, so as to include the possibility of 
v yangyatva [vdeyatveneti noktam, vyarigyatvenapi 
pratipadana-sambhavdt, p. 134). He thus clearly 
indicates that such descriptions are possible not only 
through express words but also through suggestive 

as. an example by the Vakroktijivita-kara remarks : air a 
mada-mrahaykaratve aupaedrike ity upacara-vakratadindm 
api grahanam. 

40. rildhi= rudhi-pradhana Sabda (p. 88). 



expressions. In other words, he accepts in a general 
sense what is known as vastu-dhvani. In some of 
the poetjc figures, again, he admits pratiyamdnata. 
He gives illustrations of the pratiyamana rupaka 
(p. 187, cf. Dhvanydloka p. 110) and pratiyamana 
vyatireka (p. 207), and attempts to include figures 
like nidariana , parivrtti etc., in the scope of pratiya- 
rr\dna upamd. In this way, he appears to 
acknowledge alamkdra-dhvani, as elsewhere he 
acknowledges rasa-dhvwi and vastu-dhvani. In one 
passage, while discussing the figure parivrtti, which 
he would consider to he alamkdrya (and not an 
alaiphdra ), he gives his opinion that this so-called 
figure is charming when it involves suggestion, and 
speaks categorically in this connexion of the three 
forpis of suggestion qf vastM, alamkara and rasa 
recognised by the Dhvani School : vastu-mdtram, 
alamkdrafy, ra,sddaya$ oeti tritayopapatteb 4I . 

Indeed, Kuntaka belongs to that group of 
authofs who, having flourished after Ananda- 
vajdhana’s time, do not deny {he concept of dhvani, 
but try to explain it in terms of already recognised 
ideas. Like Mahimabhatta, who attempts to settle 
the process of Suggestion by the technical logical 
process of Inference, Kuntaka lived in the interval 
between Anandavardhana who first championed the 
d/i van/-theory and Mammata whose classical text¬ 
book raised tjie theory to almost exclusive authority. 
Like Mahimabhatta again Kuntaka, as a follower 


41. The rest of this passage being too corrupt in our MS, 
it is not given in our Resume of ch. iii. 
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of Bhamaha, Udbhata and the Alamkara school, 
started a vigorous but short-lived reactionary move¬ 
ment which wanted to go back to the old position 
in a somewhat original way by an attempt to 
reconcile new ideas with the old. In this lies the 
historical importance of Kuntaka's work. But 
like the anumana -theory of Mahimabhatta, still 
again, Kuntaka's theory of vakrokti never appears 
to have received liberal recognition in the hands of 
later theorists, all of whom, since Mammata’s time, 
accepted without question the dhvani -theory of 
Anandavardhana. If later writers refer to his 
vakrokti, it is only to criticise and reject it ; and in 
attempting to revive and extend Bhamaha’s old 
theory in the face of the more widely receivesd 
theory of the Dhvanikara and Anandavardhana, 
Kuntaka was apparently fighting on behalf of a 
cause already doomed. 

7. Kuntaka’s Doctrine of Poetic Figuro 

Although recognition was refused to his general 
theory of vakrokti, Kuntaka's conception of an alam¬ 
kara or a poetic figure has been accepted by later 
writers 42 . It is true that a poetic figure corres¬ 
ponds to a certain extent to what is known as a 
figure of speech in a formal scheme ; but, as 
Abhinavagupta explains, something more belongs to 

42. This question has been elaborately discussed by H. 
Jacobi in his article Ueber Begriff und IVesen der poetischen 
Figuren irr der indischen Poetik in Nachrichten der Goetting- 
ischen Gesellschaft der Wissenschaften, 1908. 
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a poetic figure. The special charm ( vaicitrya or 
vicchitti) peculiar to each composition, which rests 
ultimately on the conception of the poet (kavi- 
pratibhd), makes up the alamkara as such, and gives 
to it its distinguishing characteristic. This point 
of view would be omitted in a treatise of rhetoric ; 
and it would therefore be misleading to describe 
Sanskrit Alamkara, which deals with this question, 
as a theory of rhetorical categories merely. 

We have seen that though Kuntaka regards the 
poetic figures generally as particular forms of speech 
(< xbhidha-prakdra-vitesa ), he admits yet a specific 
differentia in poetic speech, namely vakratva or 
vaicitrya which is a peculiar turn of expression 
(bharigl-bhaniti) depending on an act of imagination 
on the part of the poet (kavi-vydpdra). The 
elements, therefore, which go to make up the being 
of a poetic figure are vaicitrya or vicchitti-viSesa, 
and kavi-pra tibhd-nirvartitatva. In other words, 
Kuntaka maintains that a form or mode of expre¬ 
ssion becomes a poetic figure if the fertile ima¬ 
gination of a poet lends a peculiar charm to it. 
This analysis is accepted by Ruyyaka and, following 
him, by most writers of later times. In a passage 
in the ° Vimartinl (pp. 148-9), for instance, Jayaratha 
rejects the claim of yathd-samkhya to be counted as 
a poetic figure on the ground that these elements are 
wanting, citing the authority of the Vakroktijivita- 
kara 4 * with the remark : etac ca vakroktijlvita- 
krta saprapancam uktam ityasmdbhir ndyastam. 


43. See p. 220. 



Thus, although Kuntaka’s special theory of vakrokti 
as the “soul of posey" did not meet with any 
recognition, this conception of the poetic figure and 
the enquiry (which engages the attention of later 
theorists so much) as to what makes a speech-figure, 
if the expression may be allowed, into a poetic 
figure, must be put to the credit of Kuntaka, whose 
analysis was looked upon as correct and accepted 
even by the adherents of the rival Dhvani School. 

One of the reasons of this general acceptance 
appears to be the fact that the teaching of the 
Dhvanikara and Anandavardhana, which was 
accepted as authoritative by later writers, was 
insufficient and unsatisfactory on this point. The 
Dhvanikara and his commentator spoke on the 
relation of the alamkara to the principal suggested 
element (vyarigya) in the form of rasa ; but there 
might arise cases where the poet's obvious intention 
is not to awaken the rasa or anything else un¬ 
expressed, but simply to produce a strikingness 
(vaicitrya ) in the form of an expressed poetic figure. 
The Dhvanik&ra treats of these expressed figures 
unaccompanied by an unexpressed element under 
the category of “poetry of subordinate suggestion’ 5 
or gunibhuta-vyangya (iii. 37), or under citra if there 
is no hint of suggestion whatsoever. Anandavar¬ 
dhana in this connexion further admits that some 
figures in their very nature refer to something 
unexpressed, and cites Bhamaha’s idea of vakrokti 
and atiiayokti underlying all independent figures ; 
but he does not fix the conception of an alam¬ 
kara in general, nor deal with those alamkaras 
4 
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which do not come under the above categories. His. 
opinion, based upon that of the Dhvanikara, seems 
to be that all figures which, in connexion with an 
unexpressed element, possess a peculiar charm, 
belong to that class of poetry which is called by him 
gunlbhuta-vyangya: if there is no unexpressed 
element, it has a pictorial effect only and may be 
included in the lowest class of poetry called citra, 
which, to quote his words, "is no poetry but an 
imitation thereof." He does not take into con¬ 
sideration poetic figures in general, but only such as 
being connected with the unexpressed possess a 
peculiar beauty ; the figures unaccompanied by the 
unexpressed arecondemned to the level of no-poctry, 
apparently because they are, in his opinion, of infinite 
variety, being merely different phases of speech it¬ 
self ( anantd hi vdgvikalpas tat-prakdra eva cdlam- 
kdrdfi, p. 210). But this view could not be uni¬ 
versally accepted ; for, according to common notion, 
even alamkdras, unconnected with the unexpressed, 
have a significance for poetry which cannot be ignored. 

The followers of the Dhvani School attempt to 
" supply this deficiency by discussing after Kuntaka, 
the question as to how the alamkdras, which arc 
dismissed by Anandavardhana as vag-vikalpa, may 
become poetic figures. Mammata repeats in general 
the view of Anandavardhana, but he adds that in 
cases where there is no suggested rasa, the poetic 
figures simply result in a charmingness of expression 
or ukti-vaicitrya 4 «. Here we meet with the word 


44. yatra tu ndsti rasas talrokti vaicitrya-mdlra-paryava - 
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vaicitrya, which has been made familiar by Kuntaka 
and which plays an important part in the theory of 
alamkara. In another place Mammata says that 
the alamkara i$ strikingness itself ( vaicitryam alam 
karat} x. 1, vrtti p. 562) ; and the tradition of Bha- 
maha’s idea of ati&ayokti as the means of realising 
vakrokti lingers in Mammata's statement that atl- 
sayokti constitutes the very life of an alamkara 1 *. 
Again, criticising Rudrata's definition of the figure 
hetu, Mammata agrees with Bhamaha and Kuntaka 
that it is no poetic figure at all, because it has no 
strikingness in it ( vaicitryabhavdt) ; for if the identi¬ 
fication of the cause with the effect were to produce 
this figure, then such a phrase as dyur ghrtam (an 
example of suropd laksand) would have to be taken 
as an instance of the same figure. 

Coming after Mammata, Ruyyaka whose sympa¬ 
thies allied him with the Alaipkara School of Bha¬ 
maha and Udbhata, but who identified himself in 
theory with the Dhvani School, expressly undertakes 
(p. 15) to supplement the treatment of alamkdras by 
the Dhvanikara, and for the first time definitely 
poses the theory. He does not elaborate a doctrine, 
but implicitly accepts, as Jayaratha hints, the 
analysis of Kuntaka and applies it to the detailed 

sdyinah, Vritti on viii. 2. See Pradipa p. 275, Hemacandra ' 
p. 17. On the terms vicchitti and vaicitrya used by Ananda- 
.vardhana, Abhinavagupta and other early writers, see Sanskrit 
Poetics, ii, p. 230f ; Kanes’ ed. of Sahityadarpana 1st ed. 
p. civ. 

45. atiiayoktir eva prdnatvendvatitfhate, tarp vind prd- 
yendlarjikaratvayogyatvat, p. 743. 
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-examination and classification of individual poetic 
figures. 

We first meet with the idea in question where 
Ruyyaka explains (p. 43) that the doubt involved 
in the figure samdeha is an element which must be 
brought into being by the imagination of the poet 
(kavi-pratibhotthdpite samdehe satndehdlamkarah) : 
that is to say, it must be a "poetic doubt". In the 
same way, in the figure bhr&ntimat, which is des¬ 
cribed as a bhaniti-prakara (recalling Kuntaka's 
expression), it is laid down that the underlying ele¬ 
ment of error must not only be due to similarity, but 
it should also be poetical [sddrtya-hetukdpi bhrdntir 
vicchittyartham kavi-pratibhotthdpitaiva grhyate, p. 
146), upon which Jayaratha notes that it is not the 
idea of similarity but the fact of kavi-pratibhd which 
gives it the status of an a/amkara (. sddr&ye'pi kavi - 
pratibhotthdpitasyaiva alamkaratvam). Again, re¬ 
plying to the objection of some writers that the 
figure ullekha cannot be found by itself, but it is 
always associated with some other figures (e.g. slesu) 
from which it derives its charm, Ruyyaka points out 
that in some cases where there is no Mesa, there is a 
special poetic charm in it which justifies us in regard¬ 
ing it as an independent figure (4/e?abhave’pi 
vicchitti-sadbhdvdt). The figure vydja-stuli is distin¬ 
guished in the same way from aprastuta-praSamsd on 
the ground of the particular charm which is involv¬ 
ed in understanding blame or praise from praise 
or blame [stuti-ninda-rupatva-vicchitti-vitesasya 
bhdyadaprastuta-pra&amsato bhedah, p. 112). Again, 
the figure anumdna or poetical inference is differen- 
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tiated from the anumana of the logician with the 
remark vicchitti-vi£esa§ cdtrdr thairayanlyaij,, anyatha 
tarkdnumdndt kim vailaksanyam : that is to say, it can¬ 
not be distinguished from the inference of the logician 
unless there is a particular charm depending on the 
idea or sense" Further it is said by Ruyyaka 
that the distinctive feature of this figure consists in 
having rupaha as its basis, or in the assumption of 
some such underlying figure (rupaka-mulatvendlam- 
kdrdntara-garbhikdrena \icchittydirayandt tarkd- 
numtina-vailaksartyam) ; its special charm arising 
from the particular beauty attached to it by the 
forcible utterance of the poet (pruuihokti-matra- 
nispannur tha-nisthatvena ca vicchitti-vitesaSrayanac 
cdrutvam). 

We need not cite more instances, but those al¬ 
ready cited will make it clear that the vicchitti- 
vttesa due to kavi-pratibhu is taken throughout as 
the test or criterion of a poetic figure. We may also 
note that this vicchitti is moreover recognised as the 
most important differentia in the classification of the 
poetic figures. Thus we have groupings of figures 
on the basis of vttesarta- vicchitti (recalling Kuntaka's 
viSesana-vakrata) and Srnkhald-vicchitti (pp. 84,143). 
Thus also the figure parikara is said to depend on 
the charm resting in vrtesana or attribute (p. 94), 
upon which Jayaratha comments that by attaching a 


46. Hence ViSvanatha defines the figure anumdna as sddhandt 
sddhyasya vicchittya jHdnam, the term vicchitti serving to separate 
it as a poetic anumana from one which is merely logical ; and 
Jagannatha notes (p. 475) asya ca kavi-pratibhollikhitatvena 
camatkdritve kdvydlarpkdratd. 
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number of such attributes, an excellence of charm is 
produced, and this makes it into an a lamkdra [evam- 
vidhanekaviSesanopanyasa-dvarena yaicitrydtiiayajj 
sambhavatltyasydlamkaratvam). 

From what is said above it will be reasonably 
clear that two characteristics are necessary to cons¬ 
titute a poetic figure, viz. (1) a special charm or 
strikingness, which is variously denoted by the 
terms vicchitti, vaicitrya, edrutva, camatkara, saun- 
darya or hrdyatva, and which rests on (2) kavi- 
pratibhd or the conception of the poet. These 
two elements, which Kuntaka emphasised in general 
in poetic speech and consequently in all figurative 
expression, go together and from the sine qua 
non which converts a from of speech or mode 
of expression into poetic expression 17 . Jayarathain 
many places in his commentary makes the standpoint 
quite explicit. The test is thus formally laid down : 
kavi-pratibhdtmakasya vicchitti-visesdtmakasydlam- 
karatvenoktatvdt (p. 144), also dosdbhdvu-mdtram ca 
nd lamkdra tvam, tasya kavi-pra tibhd tma ha - vi c ch i l ti- 
vUesatvenoktatvdt (pp. 149-50). The essential factor 
appears to be kavi-karma without which no a lamkdra 
is possible. In connexion with the figure bhdvika, 
Ruyyaka lays down : kavi-samarpitdndm dharmd- 


47. Anandavardhana was, no doubt, aware of some such 
theory, for he says(p. 74) : ala/pkaro hi carutva-hetuh prasiddhah 
(most MSS read carutve siddhi-hetuh) ; and Abhinavagupta 
in many places speaks of vicchiti-prakdra in connexion with 
alartikaras. But the earliest known writer who elaborates the 
theory is undoubtedly Kuntaka, from whom later writers like 
Ruyyaka take their cue. 
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nam hyalamkdratvat (p. 183) ; but this is expressed 
more definitely by Jayaratha with reference to 
the figure anumtina : atai easy a kavi-karmaiva 

vailaksanya-nimittam . evam ca kavi-karmdbhdvad 

yatra vicchitti-viiesdirayanum na sydt tatra nayam 
ulamkdra[i...kavi-karmana evdlamkdra-nibandhana- 
tvenoktatvdt J na hi he tor arthatve'pi kavi-karma- 
vyatirekenalamkaratvam sydt. It is noteworthy 
that the figure svabhdvokti, which is rejected by 
Bhamaha on an analogous ground, is admitted by 
Ruyyaka with the qualification that in order to 
constitute an alamkdra, the natural or realistic des¬ 
cription which it involves but which is more or less 
a common thing in poetry, must be subtle (. suksma ), 
and this is attained only by poetic imagination 
(kavitva-mdtrasya gamyah, p. 177). 

That this is the test of an alamkdra is also clear 
from the way in which certain figures, accepted 
by older writers, are rejected by their followers. 
Thus Jayaratha and, following him, Jagannatha and 
other writers question after Kuntaka the claim 
of yathd-samkhya to be considered as a poetic figure, 
since it does not involve an indication of poetic crea¬ 
tion and merely constitutes the absence of the fault 
apakrama (syntactical irregularity); although Nagoji 
admitting this to be the strict view of the matter 
classes it among poetic figures on the general ground 
that it contains some measure of the requisite 
strikingness or charm. In the same way, Jagannatha 
holds (p. 470) that the kdvya-lUga is not a poetic 
figure at all, inasmuch as the figure which deals with 
the relation of cause and effect affords no scope 
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for poetic fancy ; this so-called figure constitutes 
only the absence of the defect known as nirhetutva. 
In these cases, the question is one of a mere form of 
speech, in which nothing more is given than the 
bare thought and nothing more is done than avoid¬ 
ing false or defective mode of expression ( dosdbhava ). 
This is.in keeping with the views of Kuntaka who 
rejects vUesokti, hetu, s&ksma, le$a, upamd-rupaka 
and aiir on similar grounds. 

These unpoetical figures, however, may be 
strengthened by another figure-element subservient 
to them. The figure vikalpa for instance, in which 
there is a representation of charming (cdrutva, Ruyya- 
ka) or ingenious (caturi-yuta, Visvanatha) opposi¬ 
tion between two objects of equal'force, has been 
rejected by the followers of Mammata (cf. Uddyota 
p. 29) ; but Ruyyaka maintains that the strikingness 
which constitutes this figure consists in its involving 
an upamd (upamd-garbhatvdc cdtra cdrutvam p. 158) 
and Visvanatha also explains its ingenuity in the* 
same way (cdturyam catraupamya-garbhatvena). In 
other words, one of the essentials of the figure is. 
that it should always involve an implied compari¬ 
son (upamd) of the two objects described. In the 
same way, upamd is always implied, according to 
Udbhata, Ruyyaka, Vidyadhara and others, in the 
figure tulya-yogita. Concerning such cases in which 
k is necessary to have another figure-element added 
to procure a poetic figure, that whose charm is. 
produced and that which produces the charm are 
to be considered separate alamkdras, as in the case 
of atUayokti with implied hetu and phalotpreksa~ 



lvii 


But it may sometimes happen that the element 
which produces the charm forms the main point ; 
in such a case, the other element forms no figure at 
all. If, for instance, it is said that there is a charm 
in the k&vya-liriga when combined with the ilesa, 
the figure would be slesa, and not kavya-liriga ; for 
the former is the most important element and contri¬ 
butes to the charm of the expression. It is perhaps 
for this reason that Kuntaka himself did not admit 
the claims of ananvayu, tulya-yogitd, nidar&ana, 
prativastupamd and parivrtti, all of which involve 
upamd, to be considered as separate alamkaras, but 
he would regard them as being included in the pro¬ 
vince of pratiyamdna upamd. 

The theory, which Ruyyaka thus elaborates 
after Kuntaka appears to have been definitely es¬ 
tablished in later writings. In addition to the terms. 
vicchitti, vaicitrya, cdrutva, manojnatva and 
camatkara already used by Kuntaka and Ruyyaka, 
we find Jagannatha using the expressions hrdyatva 
and saundarya almost synonymously. Jagannatha 
accepts the theory as settled beyond question 48 ; 
but he completes it by precisely defining the nature 
of the vicchitti**. It is, in his opinion, the poetic 

48. alarpkdrdnatp bhartiii-viJe^a-rdpatvam ; camatkari- 
ivam cdlarfikdra-sdmanya-lak$ariam-prdptam eva p. 424 ; hfdya- 
tvam cdlarjikdra-sdmdnya-lak$ana-gatam sakaldlarpkdra-sadhd- 
ranam evetyasakfd uktam p. 357 etc. 

49. The commentator on the Vyakti-viveka had already 
expressed his inability to define the term precisely : tathd 
ca iabdarthayor vicchittir alatpkarah, vicchittis ca kavi-pratibho- 
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imagination with reference to its power of poetic 
production ; or rathar, it is the charm which is there¬ 
by brought into being and thus forms the basis upon 
which the poetic figures distinguish themselves in 
their special peculiarities 60 . As to how this charac¬ 
teristic is determined, Jagannatha decides the 
question on the authority of anubhava and sampra- 
ddya icxperience and established usage). Appayya 
Diksita further explains the idea at the beginning 
of his Citra-mimamsd (p. 6). All poetic figures, he 
says, exist as such by producing the beauty of a 
poem through a charmingness in conformity with es¬ 
tablished poetic usage. Thus, "the gayal (bosgavaeus) 
is like a cow" is not an upamd ; "the Vahika is the 
cow” is no rupaka ; "may be the stump of a tree or 
may be a man" is no samdeha ; "this is silver" is no 
bhrdntimat ; "this is not a serpent" is no apahnuti ; 
"the fat Devadatta does not eat in the daytime" is no 
parydyokta ; "the mountain is on fire" is no anumdna. 

8. Importance of Kuntaka’s work 

This brief sketch of Kuntaka's contributions 
to the problems of Sanskrit Poetics and his place 
in its history will, it is hoped, bring into prominence 

J/dsa-rupatvdt ka\ipratibholldsasya cdnantydd anantatvarji 
bhajamdnd na paricchelurfi Sakyate (p. 44). 

50. nanu keyarp vicchitli/i ? ucyate—alamkardnarp paras- 
para-vicchedasya vailakfanyasya hetu-bhutd janyald-sarpsar- 
gena kavya-niffha kavi-pratibha. tajjanyatva-prayuktd camat- 
kdrita \a vicchittih, p. 466 ; also, sa hi janyatd-sarpsargena 
Jca vi-pratibha-\iie$ah, tan-nirmita t va-prayuktai camatkfti- 
yi£e$o velyuktam p. 470. 
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the importance of his long-lost text, a part of which 
is edited here for the first time. It is a matter of 
regret that the imperfect nature of the manuscript- 
material at our disposal makes it impossible to pre¬ 
sent the entire text as far as it has been recovered ; 
but what is presented here, even imperfectly, con¬ 
stitutes an important part of the text which, taken 
with the summary of the unedited portion of the 
work, will contribute, it is hoped, notably to the 
study of the subject. The importance of Kuntaka’s 
work has been entirely overshadowed by the later 
dominance of the Kashmirian school of Ananda 
vardhana and Mammata ; but even though his 
central theory of vakrokti was discredited and his own 
name lingered only as a half forgotten propounder 
of an ingenious doctrine, it is yet an indication of the 
great value of his work that the main principles for 
which he contended were implicitly accepted by 
Mammata, Ruyyaka and other later adherents of 
the rival Dhvani School. 

The merits of Kuntaka’s work are sufficiently 
obvious to require any further exposition. He 
writes in his vrtti in a lucid, concise yet vigorous 
style, and his choice of examples, testifying to his 
wide reading in literature, is judicious. He 
refuses in most cases to move along conventional 
lines or cite conventional illustrations. Whatever 
value may be attached to his somewhat extreme 
theory of vakrokti as the essence of poetry, and of 
his strange classification and nomenclature, there 
can be no doubt about the originality and freshness 
of his outlook, about his literary acumen and critical 
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insight into the artistic requirements of poetry and 
about the many stimulating suggestions with which 
his work abounds and which have been in many 
cases developed by later theorists. He is concerned 
more with the formal requirements of poetry, but 
his critical analysis of the various forms of speech, 
which he classifies as vakratd, is an important 
contribution to the study of the subject, and could 
not be ignored by later schools. What Kuntaka 
really intended to do was, no doubt, systematising 
and extending the alamkdra -theory of Bhamaha 
and Udbhata and give a longer lease of life to the 
already doomed Alamkara school ; but his own 
system is unique in the sense that he posited 
vakro'kti definitely as the essential principle and 
systematically analysed its implications as was never 
done by any of his predecessors. On the other 
hand, his great admiration for Anandavardhana 
made him alive to the speculative aspects of the 
problem and take cognisance of rasa and dhvani 
under some forms of vakrokti, the scope of which 
was thus made comprehensive enough to include 
the results of all previous speculation and practically 
synonymous with all that constitutes poetry. A 
new turn was thus given to the old alamkara- theory, 
but the views of the older exponents of this theory 
Were not accepted in their entirety; they were syste¬ 
matised and widened in the light of the specula¬ 
tions of other schools of thought. 

It is rather unfortunate that we cannot wholly 
recover that part of Kuntaka's work which contained 
an acute analysis of the various poetic figures ; for 
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here he evinces considerable analytical power as well 
as independence of judgment in his attempt at re¬ 
thinking the entire subject and reconciling the 
old views with the new. He professes great 
admiration indeed for Bhamaha, Dandin and 
Udbhata, but his judgment never forsakes him so far 
as to make him a slavish adherent to their views. 
He finds fault, for instance, with the characterisa¬ 
tion of the so-called rasdlamkdras made by these 
writers, criticises Bhamaha's three kinds of dlpaka, 
anticipating the later classification of that figure, 
and rejects the claims of many poetic figures which 
had been admitted as such by his predecessors. If 
this part of his work could be entirely recovered, 
it would have enabled us to estimate more fully the 
influence of his views on later writers on the subject, 
like Mammata and Ruyyaka, in the light of the large 
extent of borrowing or unacknowledged appropria¬ 
tion made by them of Kuntaka's writings. 

9. Scope of the Present Edition 

The scope of the present edition as well as the 
nature and extent of the materials utilised have 
already been indicated above. For the text of the 
edited portion the available MS material cannot 
be taken as fully adequate for a final£edition ; 
while for the resume to ch. iii and iv, I had to 
depend on a single corrupt and incorrect MS. The 
difficulties of editing from such poor materials need 
no detailed description, and will, to some extent, con¬ 
done the many imperfections of the present edition. 
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I venture however, to publish the text, even in this 
imperfect shape, out of a consideration of the great 
importance and originality of this rare and valuable 
work on Sanskrit Poeties ; and I trust it will pave 
the way for a better edition by a more competent 
scholar who may be fortunate in possessing ampler 
materials. 

In the critical footnotes the Madras MS is cited 
as A, and the Jesalmere MS as B, ending at p. 160. 

In the resume to ch. iii and iv, the corrupt nature 
of the MS will be a sufficient apology for the imper¬ 
fections of the extracts quoted throughout. An 
attempt has been made to fill up conjecturally, 
wherever possible, the numerous lacunae which 
occur in this part, and these have been faithfully 
indicated by enclosing bracets ( ) ; while words, 
letters or sentencess, supplied as wanted by the sense 
of a passage, are majjpd with the brackets [ ]. 

Almost all the kdrika-ve rses appear missing in this 
part (ch. iii) ; but these have been restored conjec¬ 
turally, with a few exceptions where the vriti could 
give us no help, from the pratikas of the words 
explained in the commentary. In editing the text 
itself, only unmistakable errors in spelling and the 
like have been corrected ; all genuine alternative 
readings of the MS in these cases have been indicated 
in the footnotes. The karika -verses and the illus¬ 
trative ilokas in the edited portion of the text are 
separately numbered to facilitate reference ; and the 
numbering is my own. References are noted where 
the illustrative verses can be traced in the published 
poetical and dramatic literature, as well as in the 
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anthologies and in the various older works on Alam- 
kara. Although these attestations do not profess 
completeness, they may be of some use in tracing 
the history of particular verses or of discussions of 
them in the older Alamkara works. Out of more 
than 500 verses cited in the four chapters, about 
100 have been left untraced. In this connexion I 
must acknowledge my obligations to the excellent 
index of pratlkas given in F. W. Thomas’s scholarly 
edition of the Kavlndra-vacana-samuccaya. I may 
also mention that several verses are cited in the 
present work from the drama, entitled Tdpasa-vatsa- 
rdja-carita, by Anarigaharsa Matraraja, which I 
could trace from the list of pratlkas given in Hul- 
tzsch’s article on this unpublished drama in the 
Nachrichten der Goettingischen Gesellschaft, 1886, 
pp. 239-41. Dr. Nobel of Berlin Staats-bibliothek 
(now Professor at Marburg) kindly favoured me by 
verifying these references and comparing the read¬ 
ings of some of these verses from the Berlin MS of 
the drama, of which I also obtained a collation from an 
incomplete rotograph transcript (existing in the Uni¬ 
versity Library at Bonn) lent to me by Prof. Jacobi. 
My thanks are also due to the authorities of the 
Dacca University and the Resident, Western Raj 
putana States, for getting a transcript of the Jesal- 
mere MS of this work for my use for this edition. 


S. K. De. 
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*PI frrd 4<5fd«r*fa 'WH r^TTf^T I 
fori diT: ll?ll 

ir^TRTW fdd^*Pd ^dT*'3tffa*T*rfSd: 3 I 
vfe mr&ji tpt t^wr f^ f¥^: ii^ii 
dw ^rt zprofar i 

wvri attor^ d^T^T^ff d 6 zvpr. 11311 

^ddTFF’^PTd ?^F^S c zpp^TRT: I 
dT%*TTM^ iRpdt: flTRJ^ft^dRdspj; IIV11 
dd fed^d^drtrdfdf^d^SRTd I 
dfedTd^ a dTdV^*>TT fWTCdfdllVI 


ipmr^ 


T ddTdR: 1 11 , dRTTrRd 


(1) ofafa^To B (2) The B.MS is defective as the 
beginning and some of the words and sentences are lost. 
From o?5 to d*T lost in B. (3) o^fafa: in Jesalmer Catalogue 
p. 25. (4) © ^cf d (space for one letter) ^ A. (5) These 
four letters are lost in B. w for ^ B. (6) od fa for *ff d B. 
<7) otTc^o B. (8) o-^ B. (9) fa lost in B. (10) o*ftd B. 

(11) dT lost in B. 


W ll?ll 


^ 2 I ^ ^ $^rt R*tf»T I ^TfjRqr^— R^\^~ 
<w«£wk<rR<R d'hfar 3 I e h«fRfil: ^fqMcRI^qt 1 ^f^g- 
BWS: R CTcT VWTRfci RTZR&R <PT 5 R&ft tflRRlH I 
fy ftRim^ —i $fa<r- 
tPc^t: gvrrfqdf^^f^i'Rr 0 cfRte g^rr arfVpTtrr: 7 
^OTTTT: ^M*TRR I *TT f%<* ^RsrRr- 

w frftrtrarRr^iTfafftwT 

farrat at ^ jfWtRr *twt 4: i <rfc*nr ?nR?fcT— 
sreg^ 9 foRfa ^^TOTn^rf 10 rrcfat^rPj^fR'#- 
f^imirtir^^^^rRufT cn^qt w1*flftt i 

siqYsRT^zrr^TzrRT i 

RVR) fcR tR ^ *T*[RT5fag*p *R I 
3rrf^«rwsfvR'RTf^ RtRr*th^«r ii^ii 
^cJRR^t^F: 12 ! 



^wnrow: fafait 11? 11 

(1) qftpRT lost in B. (2) missing in B. (3) oJtRsRcTo 
lost in B. (4) 4>r<ttwHlo B. (5) ffflfeM 1 with 5T half-broken, 
R of <R lost, in B. (6) fao lost m B. (7) g^rfiTTOT: B. 
(8) o^o lost in B. (9) o?y sr^f lost in A. (10) o^r- 
Tof in A. (11) JR^STT in A. fao lost in A. (12) 
A omits this. 




si^PKt fasftq# foq - # i —qn^T^ri 


Pmt*— 3T ^’ : » cTSJfafakii v ffcnrnft i a<^^' 
cTf^-f^q- ^ f^t^Pr SHTScfton^—qftsPr, 3kflftr$: 
^nfcRTzr: i srtsfa Wfa 

i wfa *rf?cr 

5r^r: ^o^^TTT^rqTfq- ?r ~<i femfaszrfafe: i 

3T^TT-5T^: 5Rh^q- ^ l ffa l W l fo^ 3 W 3T 

^^c^WTPzrr^T^T^T^ I fe<J, <TS$*T ^ 3 <R^5TJ 
^ufc^ 4 , ato ^ <rcfwfafc i ^r-Wtr^Vr- 
stotowt 5*T3f[rc:, *ptt stsct: ^ftr 5 1 

^ZR^i-^^TFWqrrT ^zrfWH^, ^Wf^q’^TTcPTfa- 
^rt fa: sr^ffarafafo i 
tTzm&mfmq spft^wnft ^nfwsfq 
5Rte' f^TT ^fq- — 


WTfi^n v; Frfaw gf*?TT^*frt^r: i 

ppnfn^TO: 11311 

fjK'PT^n<^TlH r ^'JiH c M qrioZTsF?*: ^nTSpqrf^Tcr- 
<ftfir*nFir: i ^cqr^i^rqFrr^-srf^idr^rq; i srfiFTOT: 
TPi2*rert *prf^*n'f«fa't fafcFTfa^: 

^TTRT^^'Tnr I ^TT° cRT^I^c# 


(1) qm A. (2) A. (3) missing A. (4) These vicjys 
are discussed in E^*rT^fa> ^\ V9, sfPPt ?I?R, VT«nW ^13 (4) 
JJ^in A. (5) t’fcT B. (6) <T*nfr A. 



^d+[P^M*?qdr —tT^ffeSHST^ftaTZT: I 

^f^rMir^iT i OTfq - ^Tf^p^TtwhqTtfq - 5 tt^: 
f^MM^^pH^pTtfr^—^Hk^H^fen i d, r << : 

qP^rctfi^idW 1 ^^: qrfsffi': *FT l 

srf^rrdTdiMr^R^ sftr trcfc- 

ITI^qmcft *fdW I 5TT^ J^: 

fT^PiT^: i ?T«rrW Prat f^w^zrM^?^: 
qq I TR^TT: ^ flmdTP^dRfqW: ^TTO^Icft^^^r- 
<t»iF<d i Jrf^TTOTRT: ^dd^fr: ?rt: 

d ^Pddd^aq 4 ^i 0 sR^Pqj sR^-rfl^d^^ds/- 

?TtR s STT^Vd^T^fed U'ddf^f pREdfar ^*T. I 

^JplHTTprfOT ST^^WR JFT°qd^TCd I 


*J$*T J^n^%f3^T u T qq^ddkdi d7«RT, 
cT^^T’rrjr^rcT'Tf'i Pd ti ^Tc^§^^r ti nP?dHT^ ? i ? 7^ ; T f«RT 
*T *WRfc*JT£— 

ydfikdiPqqqKq ^d^flf^rqrq^ iitfil 

7T^TT> qPTF^Y 5ZTTqTT: foqT^ROT- 

R*q TT*Rt*R d^q^TfrpRT^jT^: d^TomPr- 
qqRq’ «t>+i'flM‘Mo^Mp<^idTSq dl'^t^KOTF^ I 


(1) ocftelfiTC^ B. (2) ^5#>T?7 missing in A. B has 
only. (3) od*rf*TTpT° B. (4) B. (5) cT^t'T 0 S'. 






I ^Pl—M^dl ff[ TPTRfat 

TOTTT# cR^TT: flf *Ffln*nOTPpW: 
srrTcfft^^^do^sJT^i <Pi^ ) «ia ? TT Pr^^wpn: ^nf^ozr^Tfc- 
frfWoidTH IWtf I cTcT: ?T#: ^TOftW? 2 IkP^T: 

Yfcf^r v: 

^sRftfir i 


jfYs^fY Md44^T' , r: 55 *tt4w <°idm 

^TS^IT TKWJT 5Rfl'*»-ir*KmRT?T: l tfYsfa ^^RTDTTf^rqT 

sRfraYror mEroftr qw^faji 

cRrawfdfaW ftnrPr ^q-^TmcTT^TTf <RTc3Wto 
5RY^TFaT^W$RT{?— 


IIHII 


■^♦jc^lO’ fad r Md s 5TTOfirf^n% l fpjR: 5 ^: 5 ^: fa>W 
I —<t>Mi*jdUl?r I + l°JW3T*JcT cTC*T T^TRRI- 

I sR^trf^UHlfd—3f*-d^-4dRl I ^*T— 

?rfgRPT 1 ^ fircfar otfARt 1 

w crgr^ft 5 !- 

^^^T^R^^Tirf'T TPT5T- 

5TR ^TRT I ^RTPTfwT^T:—^ tYs^tY 5Tf^- 

$S<TFfcr*TT ^W^rqY^TTc#^ tftsciflpr ^rrsiTT^cf- 


(1) o<r*r< for tt*r* B. (2) *frftw x for fprfaa; B. A splits 
up the compound, reading ***Pfttf and ^T°#. (3) omitted in B. 



■°M u H*k c M 5T ‘twfa ^TT 1 ^^^*11 t t*dH$dlfd' I 

^tr<* |:^:^T- 

^nfT ^FTS^TT^^- 

f^fr FPT?*^r^ i 



^n^qt ^ a^Tc# ^ i 

zfa ^TTW ^To^T crfeT^ff fV^TC# ll<£ll 


■?[cfl r d<^«NV I 

x&mii ^ mtimm ^i^t ii$ii 

3i«2*fd <,«^<s u IH 3T^f^q% *Wf<iT f<H[^ I ?TT 

f^w i *m*<T srwretf ^ <rcfa 

f^w i <rc>: mrn^TOWOTar^r ^sr^rffr^f i 
i ftr*s«* 5 <j*t^ *tt *npT^ 

I *FT f gTT—d^Ml^d^ I dfefa 
'+1°^ I ^TT'nd^'tWdl d^T 

t^Td^TT I ZmMtt fa%: ^TS^q^qT^RTt srf^T- 

qsra- i ^ ^^^diqTfcRr^^di^THfq sj^r- 

f^rwfteq fat^FPT I qqr—WWnJcKft: Sffa- 

5fc*T?R>rfa3F^PJdHT 'RT^f ^fcf I «(*tUc*PJtftS^zpffeR- 

^TT^?TT 0 fw cRT f% 5?T: STaRTO* 


(1) oin^WTfa B. (2) ojgscctt^ B. (3) Quoted anonymously 
in ^ra^sqTfS^TT^m^frr (p. 6), (4) 3rs5*TTT a. (5) A. 
(6) 0|qnyffT B. 
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^ZTcTT I 3Tqqq 
’ERR5?q , pK^IT?rJT^T qq: *PJ?Tq*q WqqT qrfawqn I 
qq^f/d** ^ToZR^W^f fcqfq:, q gq: 
ffir i 


^qsqwrT^faqq, 
f^tiT gqq fqfcqqq i ftfcnjnq q^g f^qozrqt^mi 
qqqtcqil? — 


^Ki4l i 

^ s^f^wl ?Kiat llvsll 2 


toM* qq©q qrqq't qr^ *#ftr jft qfqfqqt qn°qq i 
sTqqrfqfq fqfqqq>fqq: a 1 qq qqpqffq^qq qfqq^qfcqq- 
^qqtqqTfqqq: 51^? gq £qq qqsqfafq 3 Wq? qRqqq 
^^rrqfq’qq h ^Rqnfc qisqfqfq, qtraqqflr froq qqfq i 
cr^tt^ s^flxPr«Rrfiiwftr^r qq qfeqi q<fa, q 

gq^rf^j i zm— 


w qqfcr Tq«qqf^ <q i uic<*qf?qgfq < ? |q% • 
qfq ^e^WWilHfri q^?5fq qq f% ?qqtq q 11$.11 
3pjpq<. u i*- h f«ifq <afili u i h i 
qfqrwrro^ Tqwrqqnrq jw 4 ii^oii 


qPrqRTfeq^qT^fq^qeq^qTfq^q "qfqqT qwTq'wqqT- 
qmqtfqqq, q gqqfcqqf^wfcrqq qrrfq^qtfq I qfqpq 


(1) offiRo for o^rrqo B. (2) qfjpnTjT (p. 28) and q^ffqwr- 
(p. 8) quote this verse in connexion with their exposition of 
the views of ths (3) From fqfqqqrf^q: to 

%q?j ^r°*?fqfq missing in B. (4) ii. 22-23. 






—qfc <q ^ftir -<TOf.(J( qq% crf?qr 
c^r 2 qf^n^i <uKU|«hfl+Rof *pt i 

f^M, ?f 3RTRWIT 3 , ^atd^qi^-cKHT^^r q^-T cT^T^^RT:- 
T f^f^dl^l'ftl+IclOT TWRTf2T I 2Tf8T 3T 
qf^R^ZT *TqT f^T^TO^mpr, fr^zrfcf- 
qpq<rcq; i otHrtPt ^ qgfr *j£ra 'ntrerta m?*ww r fa 
=t ^rforfa d^wi^isqnfer ywRftfii *rf^faqcRn ^ 3 - 
*TT^ ^ ^nfiroW^T q ^T5q’qo7R5TT^fcT | qqr— 


sr+TCK-qRnsq ftroftr q ^tt^trtr^ q- 
tT^T q^ q 'Pjqfe ft** qqr cPT q PPT I 
WR*TTCTT*q m o<W *1 <« a <{f STFfPT 0 ! t 
Tf^m^rdsi foqq q^sr q?q q$q: ii?$ii 


anr fi? g^^qreqqTqqTfaqTf^qqqT qfaqTsrfqqjqqrq- 
qq q*$ 5Wf%ZTT qtfqqT y ^ q pf^g^ I q 6 gqqkqr- 
q^rfaf^rtf^sfa ^s-qq 1 qRTrq^qTqqqr^q $iO<q*q 
ssfa^q I 5TOT q—^rtoqfdR^l: r^pt? ^rfJT^r:, srcrrq- 
^PTI^T q qqqftfq qT^q^, flHt-Mfl’MPTqcqTfqfq ^.' I 
q^qFcRqfif PT q ^fil'd':, q^qiqqqq 'tcTfk srfqqRHM- 
cTO I qqfaqq— 


^r^^l^TTqr 0 qq^feq: 1 

RTFq^- fq^rf qi^ft |g^r ff 11^-11 


- 0) °^;o B. (2) This word is missing in A. (3) feq- 
A. (4) ofa«fad A. (5) missing in B. (6) |<jrznTr*- 

qra> B. 





v^teipffeT* ^ 5 ?ww^:, wr^^nTT^r * i 

5T J FT^^TWZT^:>sfT ^R*F ^ I SPTT5F: ?«rrwt 

xmmm:, cR?f faf^ ^w^r^fe: 

srFftfir i awFFnrr^PW w: ferr^^f^znTf^^rTOzr^TRrr 3 ' 

?jrTO*rcrt ?r : i ct-tf^ 4 swvwrtft 

^fiT f^fq-q-^T^sfq- 5 * *T *fr *fc T: I ^ TOSc^RTT- 

?r ds^K+iiWn^fo fl i tPt- 
5 W Tfa-5T^*T srraP^TTfWc^ZT ?TRT# ^ufhTR> * 
forfW<T:, TORT^ZF 'T#:’ sfo *hr*na; I 


^ 7 5 ^5 T FF’F^ZTF c q^rC5JrZTcrqT tfiq ^fecjl ^K+TRc^- 
fafa %T^F 8 ; MW K*W<"||MM^1 •» F'ZTN^W^T 1 * 
^feFB - ^ *pfzr#d^ vm ^ ^cF^TF^^K^l^ i T E FfeclMNI IJ l- 
5F«t>tf «t>?H H cTFcJ fcR7?JcfrfcJ' 1(> fcl 4^1 4I ^ 

OT^ftwAwPu|*|5ft^rzFT dfe<5l$IWI 

<PTF arcgHWffcfl *TT*TO*T- 


Hlf^H^'lf^rtt^HMTcTF- 
iT^RT ^M+^ Mr^T jfjpF I 
JF^F^rfer: sruzft^ 11 
tftcnftrFS^sfaw^: 12 ll^ll 


(1) Missing in B. (2) 3PT missing in A. (3) °5FcS3To A. 
(4) cr*TTfa A. (5) «?fa wanting in A. (6) oin^fa B. A reads 
o*TTT|fftftr. (7) fT^ B. (8) A. (9) ofcnin^ A. (10) 
o^fe wanting in A. (11) Missing in B (12) fonOcTo ix. 26= 
on ^sf£ p. 69 (anon). 



’Wk+R* fa 1 5nrfcTTfTTCt: 2 M+'£iH 
^v5T: rt *#r H4W»*«n^<V4: I 


VCT&wft ^cf 3 TOtsspiRr;i 1 1 VII 

WftT??R ^ faWJftOT I dFTRT* 

fOTrosRr—?r wflwfafirow £ wx? 

^ic7mwfa r ° i afircrorn— 


*ftffi Pmfir ii^ii 

^^ifwwrc ^i^mr^wRr ^ i 
§rt firet ^ Tret TWJ??*rcj$ftrn ii^ii 
TTTsrRftRfcjsft i 

W^TT^TfTO FT g?r : 7 ll?V 9 


#r srtttY 5* gfafetft ‘fTo^Tftfff forcr^ i iT^nrsTFnfq^ 

S^ft: ^TRlfa^RT W^HTT^dcIRr SRr *T3T57TT- 

^R: T^ddRll>—sffTffifafd I STTf$c*l “ 

TTTfii*Rft I *FJ T ^TTre*RTSFT*T fafiHHc^iiaM^T 
cbvifiref cr sTf^rfa^:, *R*rfcR i ftj?5 Wte^ *nf^- 
rZPTfasrdR | ?—T^dTfafTTTTO^ 10 3^ 

'rw<^W|: i 


(1) O^fgfrlost in A. (2) otnfeB. (3) PprM B. (4) A 
reads ^ fRR**cR etc. (5) Quoted in on 

cTPPTT^Ro (p. 6). (6) ^frcTTW^ B. (7) for 3 *: B. 
This passages is from TPT{[ i. 13-15. (8) Missing in A. (9) 
A. (10) B adds tfSFTT. 


sr«nfrir*: 


TOTOq- qrtatf 5T^T«ft' ^r^T> WT ll?<5ll 
cRfti^ P<*M »■< *t «0 #'d «t 3: wt I 

qrmferiff^Tftr^TOTr<wm; 2 nun 
3T 5 TT^ rj T c rfT^ , TH r ^t'«Hd’4^ ’. 31 Rtlri : t M*T l TfV?SI 1*1^1: 4> l fn i ft- 
=q in Uj^fv7T! 3 5«r?5y^lT7ftq>q-: 5fm- 
fd^NHi^fcT I KJ 3 tyd I i^OT - : th*$i^>H>i<V 

SczrfcRTTt wftq: I ^T^q^TOI 5 - 

tfrsRfa I m\ =q fl 

55^551^ y^srar q - ?rns^^uf i 


^TOTqronrrffnnrRr i 


wr^q^rnT qnfT W‘\°M^im 


S^r^tto 1 qT^qqT : qq^iTfnfeq^fl^q% i sqfq^feqT- 

fiT^TH qTTSZT^r *qTfq?qT?>— 

oqqftq^ft I q^ft qrqqfq^qRT: <RT sqqf^qcft fq^T^T 8 


(l) Wanting in A. (2) Quoted in^q*?Wtqrp. 67 (anon), 
Hemacandra p. 206 (anon), *T**R p. 496 (anon). This verse 
is attributed to qT?*ftfer in ^ufacTrq*ft (no. 2153), and to 
by some commentators on *T»re: (sec Jhalakikar’s 
commentary on the verse in his ed. of qrTsqsPFRT). But it can¬ 
not be traced in either epic. (3) ?T*T ; qq for *p?*fsr in B. (4) In 
ch. i. 19. (5) Defined in ch. i, below. (6) Wanting in A. (7) 
The %5RTT would be — I 

5T^ur jjfajWPTT gST^R: ffqgfaq: l” B reads for 

*pjsq%sn. (8) a. 






fqcq^Tfa toPw ^TRfrzn^rqT srsqsq swzwXw 
qrsqpq^r =q qr%q qrm*qfeqOT"fe 

fqqferq; i 

3=Fzr*Tr W^tcf I q^T 

3^K mri qfejferccq fe$q*q • 

f'l <.I^W ?rtqr iRTOI qpq’q^PT I 

fwq sqqfe: IR ? 11 2 

S 3T^ fey jqfeq^Fq- ^rfec+Tqif^: qn’qfq qq?qt 4 
sqiMUfejqsqqfeft qq#q*rfeffe—qqqfeqTT: ^RTK:, 
^T^feq- t^qiT, 3lT^feftqq^^ZTq^5^feT> 
^T^^yfeyt^qferW feti^Mfqq, f^qqfq^qcqVqjftq: 
^T:, ^q^fefeq'^^q-qT ffeTT fa cq^^m 7 - 
^ eq-gfe | i^crfeq 8 qfTqTqqq><-q 

q^qT: *1 <t> « «1 1 ^ «feftq- 
M <^ #=qfa <H ^fl q I *g{- 

fqq^rfq qnrfq qqsq^rqrfeFf q^rfe i qpqq- 

qqfafq ^roqtq q^Tqmfa q qfer^K- 

qrrft i qgq ^ wftq *3 + - qi ^q'fetfq^ 9 qw qfemr- 
ffet^qcR^ 10 qiqqmft^iq qwfe STF^qqr qqfe 
qfer wfet i qqT qife^q q^qq^gqq^r 11 - 
qTfe^qwfq* prq^-q—“fqfefa fq^i^fqfe” 
^fq i aqqafeirdM^i^rfqfqfeRTq^d <i*iqq §5 *ttc- 

(1) sJTqfe^ro for qfeTo A. (2) JTTrtcfeqq v. 30. (3) B 
add 5% here. (4) *FTfer B. (5) A. (6) oferfr q A. 
(7) <feq*r* A. (8) qfe; A. (9) oTO>fa$ A. (10) oq^4c^ 
A. (11) qs^ilost in A. 





cTT *rS^fq sFZ 

^Vb u 6fa« JFf: f^T 5 11^311 

?fa 8 ^SRqfq - 6 cTT^r^Tt ^ftfSTcT ST^tT ^ 7 JR W. fafafr 
qRWkWq ^TTf^T^^zmft faf^T: — 
"ar^^T 9 ^fcT, ^T <$rn ^ftf^f^^T 10 - 

f^ I • 

’T^T 11 ^TtT^cRfl WcM NT'^q qTqqfafa^T:, rTqTfq 
^f^rf^TT^ftfST^ STRF^n'^f^S# I ST^FTTfq’ ^TcTFcTTW 
?^zrfV^V<T^t 7T?TT 


(1) oi^m B. (2) ^T5ZRfmro A. (3) STTSRTirm i. 51 (p. 2) 
=T¥FT^rm^T p. 108 (anon). (4) ibid, loc. cit. (5) fTTqff^- 
'O^far, Berlin MS, fol. i, 68a (see Weber, Berlin Cat. ii, no. 
2166 ; also see Hultzsch in Nach. Goett. Gesellsch. 1886, no. 
7, p. 235). Quoted in oLocana (p. 151, two lines) ; Hema- 
candra, comm, pp- 121-122. (6) Lost in A. (7) Wanting in A. 
(8) A. (9) fanpEniT A. (10) ofifcH A. (11) qfe 3T A. 




tot 



^cHJcR^T? ^Toft^T^t *T 


'Twvr--^r%T i WRrcr^fnrcPf 

TTSFcR 1 * * 4 I 

^'n^^>^TfWT>: 5 5R#^Rf^q- *n%q- 

f^t 5^cTRT: i qw*fa: 6 3T%q- 

r^i^qwTTTfq- q^*rfa i ^r =3 ft: ^m^r^r^rt 
s^rwiT i 5Tc^>sfq qmmtfq- 

qT^zmf^q 7 qT^JTRRqT^: *FT qT^^q 8 s^nfsTOT: qfawT- 


qf^f 5 1 —«i w T h I <^i i fefq i qqq 

TtstfV 51T^Tf<M %<i5T&i l«ffo fa^sqfdT^ rewir^dT- 

•'crfw: qrfqoq 14 k«i fr-t^ i^?nw q^rfwr 9 i 


(1) x. 33. (2) The text is corrupt here in A and 

some words are missing. It reads *r: 4^5frs^qTftFicTFr and 

omits sfaTSPjfqt tgn etc. up to SFTTo. <3) ffe c R ^ A. (4) A 

is corrupt and omits all words from 3ff^rqpiq > to TTSF^F^. 

(5) 44l3vi«<t: omitted in A. (6) Missing in A. (7) A reads 

qr^TKqtfw«% (8)-qT*TOT B. (9) This explanation is quoted 

by (p. 8) and nf^Ffg (p. 28). 




szrcrf%«RfV I ^fKft 2 ^WTWRTWf 


^ iisw 


^Tc^?T ^n^TF^ST^T f^%r i'W'T^TWmfT I ^ 

fNwrfir— 

cfT^qtsqf ^pg^: $p^: qR^ftRr *r*rfa i 
<r?nfa q^Tsifsqwft: \\c\\ 

ffcT Fcffcrsf* 5T%^ WtcRT—zfT tT 5 5T^:, 3T 

cTxzrerrrfrra'sr: *ftsf ?fcr i ^ ^ ?r>j^«r+Hfq 
tfsr^cT:, d^^rwio^fcd: 6 , 

|q-^i<w[^f<r i ^ tfte*i3ir^pfh?WV: sr^^- 

gsrfcj wf, 

^TTcWR 7 srfsRnNctfft - 3T^Ha^^^|oi«OT: 8 Tw 4: 
fw^' ^cffa^T: I *hV«|5lfat«JTS— 

*w: 11^11 

?T ^I«4: t M c 3‘ ^T^cti*^r3Tf y tlHtdtl Hlft^: I ^l<^V— 


(J) cT5?TT missing in A. (2) Wanting in A. (3) ocq^ B. 
(4) of%Efo omitted in A. (5) omitted in A. (6) ^ «r[©3°qrfctf: 
for 3^qrf%: A. (7) JTPT only, A. • (8) ^T*TTW: only, B. (9) 
A is corrupt here and reads dropping all 

the words from to apr^r i 




^^7 it^ TO^F: I ^renr—3 tr»j ?ff^rft I TO 
S?TWJ faW*f{ I ^TT ^—flTHT^IWT ^F^T^T- 

fcft jfts^T^q- fzmrfwzft iK: ^R^kTT sfd- 

,c ra# I q^r 1 



TRFq^f?r WPPT *TT TOT: I 
f¥ *T«Tcft fVf^cfY ?T ^TTR 
^i^nsRuRd - ^: ptftapftsfir iiwi 2 

1*11 r q\ t t> N H 5 M«’CT^ I TRf«T5T f TT- 

#r?r^ ^T 5Thrrfa^MHI ^^fd I *T %3^ ST 7 ? 5 ^—*T: 3 spft^- 

fasft 4 *pwPT*Tforr fasrn s <r4fliTOsfa i 

qrro 5 

^Tfas’rewlfRt i 

*rrfljTOta«TTw< ^w<h ; 8 ii^n 

cTRK^f^T fTOT OT^zrfWRiT 5RT: tfl^ZT^q^rfVdT 
sftmr# i d«n ^Tfor^ sf^r totrt fa 

* ^t^t: *r ?tt*t” i *rr fawc*HT ^5 afiwR- 

fa^’JTfw M^TfwW^JTTfWR fazRTf% I 

Z?*JT 

(1) Omitted in A. (2) y&tzzi&z 62 (=^^Tfq’cTT^> no 
866 W^*fa*fWW=*FTR5RreT p. 397 anon), hr? also 
notes the qT3RTT. (3) qfa: A. (4) ofa$fa A. (5) JTcT: A. 
(6) S'TOnfqqrT, cd. Hertel, i. 40 («%^fwre raTq g mK , p. 
-170,anon.). (7) srfarnrfaj A. 




sr*nrt*r«r: 




§7T Rd 5Tt*Rt*RTT 

^7T ^ RT «t»ifci*id\ +'tf|^r- 

=*T HT^ 1 IRV3II 

^pt 2 * «t»<N tfqftsflr ^rf^r $fcr ^hr^R^r- 

5T^> snj^ZRTFT: ^wft- 

^R^q-flRrt f^^rrfir i 'tfsftr’ 'atf wftq^r—^ 

fa 3 |sw?r^Tc^r rfFrtrm w, tfsrfr g^- 

^*r<rr i 

^Tr’-^'Tscq-rcrart w*ft*r:, ^ffrm ^r- 

wtfht: TOftw m«Rmn: i srrfaT qfcyfa- 

i '*rr ^ 'c# *ftr tftRt- 

l 'q^T^:' 'qrrf^ft’ 
■?fer ^ ^‘ffq’JTc^ 4 ?M srwr stftar 

tTT'TaT f RTB‘3‘ ^T^Tc«T^T 0 T T T I 4t^KMfd*lTqi dc'Wtf'lfctf f^tcH 
%JTf%^Tfe^T qf^T'd: 5 T7T*T?: 

^Phsc+Jot «tt dHi-°&ff<d>q'HTTr: RRft fT^sTTf^7R^ 7 TT°- 


(1) jjmWWT* v. 71 («^TwrsrvTT pp. 239, 308, 376=* 
Hemacandra, pp 144. 174, p. 28—&rf4df<l3qr p. 40 etc.) 
A reads frnfiPP (for T'nW) and (for sr*pr:), 

•which readings are given in some editions and MSS of ^JTRo. 

(2) Hemacandra in his qfa utilises (p. 139) this passage 

anonymously up to SW JTCfcrfr. (3) fffavrcft ^ B. (4) c*PR- 

B. (5) There is a gap for the two syllables in A. 

(6) A reads foffisraT only. 





3TC 5 3TOTT W -5WSH 6 RR^IT:, <TTTO^T ^ '5TTO' 
5T^TfWH^KT:, ^fcT ^qf^^5 7 TOTr*TC# 
'in^'-5I^MWc#TT^:, |srrsFfZT '<T5T’- 
STOTfWTOeM’cl TM tfhT 

i sreg<r^«wfirrow^^mrar- 

fsr^TO srfaT^ i f#rrfwT^rc ft™: gr: qrtf- 

dcMfirrpprr*r«rci tffrffgrPrwnrd 1 

to 

TO 10 ^fe*fadiSTOT fdfa* 

MWtfwOTrPr to i 

tot: 11 5TFnprr *«■§■*< toto- 

^qpinwu^r^ w<w^^r-idM 12 11^111 

an 1 ‘ainmr’-^: *TOte 1 

toftot—‘^ wnwiV^aiw^ fliw WOTtf^faerr' 


(1) ©qr^f lost in A. (2) o%cf: A. (3) ofarrTo lost in A. 
(4) This verse is discussed in sufarW* pp. 37f, 57=Henw- 
candra p. 173 (anon). (5) Hemacandra appropriates in his 
ffa (p. 173) this passage up to arsTOSTfireftf:. (6) o©q^?r 
B. (7) o^5g A. (8) A. (9) stct only, A. (10) qrr 
A. (ll);'-3TRrr: B. (12) Quoted anonymously in ^ttswftct 
( p. 394), which also notes the ^I^Rn:. • 











TOTO —3T°*T *T: fllpTTT^j K^TfV 

^TOT^Tp^T: I ^TfjTOT: < hl° i W l 4f e t<A^mHl «t>Ofd 

*££*<I<: I 

^r^rfir—zra-fq- 'ttoito rf^TOte TO*rfr TOTfq 
TOTfro? tto 1 to: tottot# ^r: ^^TOfF^nroj 
snrct i gto 1 * tot^to wM< grore- 

wrf^rWT^f ^t 2 sqf'fdHidK^Pa i tot 
cj^rfq^ 3 to: fOTfoj *r ?kt: W'TO/^'k: 
fTOf^TTOT^: ?TRT: I 

8TOT: 5 MidT^M^, ^ <d*T: 

WtartsfrroT:«r toRt flrj«Tflrffcfl*®> tot $: 7 u^oii 
to ^ 8 TOrfro: T^rTO^n ffrafrw : 

^ q- tfftTOTOTfa 0 fTOTTO^rTt *PJertl- 
?TTO TO^ZU 10 ^T^rTfW 5TW: 11 I TOT T 


*jfr: f^RT^TOTZT TOT: 


^>RTOTTO?r to*t tffa: 12 113*11 


(1) Missing in A, (2) o^TurjfcnTT A. (3) ofa*£tj A. 
(4) ofasmtop^J B »‘ lost in A. (5) TOTO A, 

(6) o^ffto lost in A. (7) Quoted in (**!$- 

M^T^) ; ^nftTO^^TOTo, p. 29, £1* 39. The reading of 
is ^f$7fa3Ttffa3^?<j, which agrees with B. 
(8) Missing in A. (9) *>TOTR^ A. (10) ^qT only, B. 
(U) o^Tfrrom^: B. (12) *»jto xiv. 70. , 





7*tf*Rrtftf7<r7. 


3PT 77ft wn 7 77757 qrwr^r- 

7T?7 f7717f7f777 f?77: 3TW: 1 swta- 
fWOT5T 7£7f7 7^7 777?77>1 <*> <j *i faq*i «rd < r 7> 

7r%rf777: i ttt 7 

7^77 f777p77% PtP? i ii‘iHqi$ 
7t7^TO77f7fpT7T77 c7c77t77 i 
«ft sfs^TPr c7T7fir <rft stfttt sftfwRf 

77 7777^777*17£d * 1$71 WlP<qf<*M '*Pd7-77: I 7^- 
f77 7T f7<fl7T TT^Tc77Tc77: 4 M7dPd I 7^7 7 
froftflT f7 3 7*7R17m77T7 I ^ft 5 7T7T57TO>7?7tfrc7 =7 
TSr^^^TTTTTTfafT 6 5Tfcf 7*7^7 I f?7 f7 ff 7 T- 
ftft *7f7TTfTfl7 7 7Td7Tdc4 sftc# I 77 =TF7: 8 7f57^7- 
fWsTT^I<Pd*^7^fe: 3>7 7 —77717 PrTfr 

7^7^ f77*7% I 3T^7r£p7c4IcKHTdcd*1P<dIP7717 sft7- 
7f7 10 I 7: 7tf77T7T .77fTf7 c7T7f7, 7dfdcd <lP7 «FTtf7 I 
+1^11717— 5 7T p 77T c7TT7T7777T7T7f7 I 7 r ^ldVf7 

TTfcTMTtflPfTP^rci ^77% I %7--^PfW^Tf7:, 
7T77 11 T77t7: 7*tf4'7^£dM <Hd1d7dM 17^77: I 77— 


(1) TtaT^T-' B. (2) B omits of|37To (3) ifa^r (ed. 
Hultzsch) 96. (4) °7T*7o lost in A (5) arfa B, which 
word may go with otl’^aiH of the previous sentence. A reads 
f77f77T77T7 only. (6) oTT7ftf7 A. (7) B. 

(•8) 7TRT: A for 7^ 7F7.\ (9) ^i^zq A. (10) The 
sentence 7*fTT$o etc. missing in B. (11) A. 


sre*fr%r: 


dfd 1 dTd I d^SJdT f¥ $d: 

ddfldd *j > ?|cddf'ifH'd dd «t>0*f)fd I ‘tH^llfd 
d ? 5Tfd— 1 ejfwnftsri 1 fn 1 3T^r-5T^Tn- d?dddV- 
fd^dddfa|dr d*d^ 3 , d i rorM>^fT^n dYfd fcrt dddrdd- 
fddTdfedd I (KTO dTddTd:—fdfdfdffdfdTfTdtJ^ d 

•w r n rs « 


ddKdd^r? ddd d^tdddtOTtfd I 3Td d: ddTddK- 
drfddtdfddS: dd*T*d dd^d^ 4 dOTdd: d 
^dtfddfdfd 5 ^ddt dfdd^ddT^TddTd 6 I d JdTdfddY 


dd: jfrdfdddsfd 7 ftrctdddt 
dtdT 8 ddTfdd^dTfd ddlfd dcdT 9 I 
dd^ddST fodfcddf^d -JdTdT 
TJdT^T: fTd^ft dddTddTT^ 10 ll^^ll 


cdldl dT: d^dd d 
ddfdd d*§ fdd 


3T ddTodfdedfddTd 11 dOT: dfwdt d 
r, d d wrfTdtdTff dT dfd'Rld I dddT- 
iftfdcdd d^cpsddfddTdT: dVfdTd?- 
^Tdfd ddddTdt^dtfd dddd: ddT- 


(1) Wanting in A. (2) missing in B. (3) Wanting 
in A. (4) o^r^d A. (5) dfadfafafd A, for dd dtfddfdfd. 
(6) 3fdf d^l^K+lO- A. (7) o^A. (8) drdT B. (9) 
dtdT B.(10) draTFnddvi. 34 (p. 161) =WddgdTdd p. 104. 

(11) ofjrWdf^xdfddTd A. (12) ddlfaci A. (13) dWldl^: B. 





I qrs: ^ioZC 1 1 fc- 

fa i ^'T ^ wfaTsrfoft 2 * * f^nfcr- 

^Fo^tt: i 


^ ij|c^l4^*t: ^TRFT^Tf^T^n^ 

*t aT^F^fa ^Rftq^r, 
fowif— 

3*ntdHW*iqf <pft: 'fTT'jfft: I 


^T> ST^r*T f^sFRfad «f> '•I'JlW ^fY^nf^T- 

5 t^ +1 r^ii«*»>< u i^i 4 7 fi'^ r fiM*i i f¥ a ti' g,i*ic^n*r 5 - 
—cT^ft: fd: I fatfff <:^re*TTf«i Hi I tdqfa^- 

frfir: yrcfa, vm gr^^fe*^ 6 i ^Rft—^tfer^r i 
toWrt: 7 m fag i ftn Hoirfirifspnrt fafa^^rffar 8 1 ^sft 
—t^t-zpr^rf^T: I t^T ferq-vn^: ^f^4 9 - 
l hUl<tf dTT ?TffV fe*fWfrf:, cT^TT Vtf^lfd : 10 f^fW A 3 lfiT'cTT 
q^PwRc^-o^ I dfe*W a icM^h-W 'jsprqfrfat 
^rfT szrf^fT^n^WT f^| 


(1) A. (2) ifcrorteft A. These refer to the <fas 

so called. (3) *r*p 2 FT (p. 8) and 3r*R«T (p. 8, last line 

only) on Ruyyaka quote tl)is verse in connexion with their 

exposition of the 'W'lfan'Ifad+iT’s views. (4) A. 

(5) •cqfao lost in A. (6) faar^ A. (7) «n>'lo lost in A. 

(8) ofWTT B. appropriates (p. 8) this passage, 

from here to SlY*nfafR$lfo3T^. (9) missing in A. 

(10) Volost in A. 



sr^jf^rTs: 

a-zTrf^^PTH mwYT&GTt:, ^iPdJdWfoTRT I 


^ ^ fafai srfszmf^t srf^rm 

&Z\T\ TF7T: ^g^TT^f^T^nT- 

a^idW V^lPic^dP i<I3k£- 

^ 1 * 3 * — 

*Pn I 

aTSwW fot \\\\\\ 


^fTUM+T <l°rt ^m^TRdT^Rr:, m 

^^TT^-fTT T^tTWOT^ qfW^TT ^ferf^^TT ?TTT- 
^f^^n^PrPr srfd-^rrfd-, ^ gjuTOTHH^ f^~ 
^Wp'T'T: I 7TFTW ^T^RYfedftfd’ spfrs^: ? ^^nTTT 

^3 Pro# ^^TH'^WcTZTT tj?R^- 

f^^fani'di^^Ri, R' ferP^rP^c^: i 


'T'T ^ dW<M<t 7 T 

^TTo^cdfHfd (? 1^) dfc+^^cKP^refa^ ? ?Tc^, Pf?3 

dWc^V77q->^TT^fefg%T> f^TFr: ^ 51W =pm 5 - 
dl'MMSrWd ^j4dH3" (T: ^) I <l'^i°T 

faWTpT3JTT$— 





(1) o^fRto m A. (2) <>#: qt B. The word fdT^H 

would refer to writers like <*£[ (ii. 8,13) and (p. 49). 

(3) ^7^ ii. 85, 87, 93. Kuntaka follows in rejecting 

^^TRtf^T as an ara^rc. (4) ofa>irTT*To A. (5) A. 



^Tp"^ *T -T 3Wd I ^5 I pT:—ds<%1 

^T T%f ^f^f TTFTTftT^TTW I 3WTT?JT 

f*1 ^ "T 1 1 r d" f^TT^p I 'dMl^^TT ST^:, cf^7n 7 ft : T^Td H P*Tq l dl - 
W I 3TW 5^T%:—-)T^tV 


OTI<*fWTTSRWfV% ^T^:, ^TT^: ^^TT^: 1 1 

5PT ?T p qT*T iT^lTretTT^dTTfr^tTp, 

^r *rf%w^Fr sr^Hm'ftTai srfa- 

t?t# i ^^^zpr^r^fT^fcT 2 5TT^f^- 


m^TRRfr ?rr^rRdT ffFftfr, 
^<K4 r d <GT —* 



*mi %#fr: i 

3fT3t> ^Tc*^r: ||ftll 

ZRlT tt+yr-igujwi’iiZT ^Tpt ^T*TT^ p quq 3 - 

srflp i *r p t^rnfr qfe fpp ;rf^m d$Mfaf<w 
f^d ^<«J<id 4 fevkrq% I ?d’k'Hl r i*i c il« t t>0cfl fd dxK- 
ffp 3rpq^: I qTHKkd^ •TTc^TT: ^T qqfq^qfa- 
*rctTS* d prf^TO*?fa O^ftc^ : 5 w&fa 

f^TTTf^Tt^TcT I 3f'M-^|Vqqj|tqifH p:— 

^FI<f ^vn?^T faf0 ■WFIT^ I 

^nrte: u^u 


(1) Wanting in A. (2) oqpxfa A. (3) erW A. 
(4) lost in A. (5) ofqq: lost in A. 




5PT*Tt^T: 


arawRwiif ^ f^rrq> ii?mi 




WRc# ScHTT^R ST^^TTc# 


- *rt wrn^R- 


TO^TCFcrc cRT faf^T f»R, Rf^TR tffir, gtft R%: 

*nnrfiri ^raV—cnrt: &nmtot w<m x r% <^~ t : 2 fcrwWt 
srrc: ^rerfassrvdw nrfu?<gd> ^fir r 

fb£ sr£ aferr rrr arfwn? RRfe^fi- 

RT^ftfR i arw^ g-farennfls 


srr^Ttf^r I cRf: ?2TTfe2TT^-3T5rspT'<.kd <l'oit ^ f^T> 

FTRf3RRR | 3^qTRrt 5HTTT0I | ^q q I <1 d i fa*PT> R>Tt> R 
4>f$-'K c RRfi>l'<qd, PlR^^R^^T^rR^c^: I dd^dRT ^SRF- 
! R«r 4 #*rwI«'<r^: i sfe rt 5 rt%r RRfewtf ^ri f^r^r 
^e^d «T f*t>fad, d}dl«V>K*d*RTR£qld'^')t>dc c nd 1 

^ rrh i * i^<3ynrf^n^^i r2rrrr<ft: i 
RRRT ZRZT q^T’^TTcRZT 3 ^f^ZTTTRf^T^ ^TR- 

T^T^RR: RR R^RT^T^nTt ^ToRRTk- 

c%R srqqYzRTt srfdW I R RR R RWftR 5T>nfeTR- 
^Tfw RR %rF e R^T^ u T Mw: I dfc^R—'3RT: 

r^n- t : 1 {?!$.) ^fR I '^TI%RTR- 
&mf’ (?|*o) R I 


cnr ^nW: Rw^rfVrtnR sfa(siu) ^r- 

T^ftr 5RRRRRTJ '3%ft’ (?Ivs) 

5RRRTR tu%q*lcRft: — 


(1) «rf«M«5W B. (2) o^rc missing in A. (3) Wanting 
in A. (4) missing in A. (5) ^ B. (6) <rcT«Tf<l ^TIcTRT A. 



*rfViifa(ri mt* II?^ 


5To^T^f^fWpnf^^ *T5T <id4»l« 

3RM *W: 5TR SfPcRRft I cTcT^TT%^ ^^^f^^frfVfcT 
PfR^T * farftTC^i 2 faWTO^, fttf*?T«T<r*crt: | 
rft* ^Pf-g 3 RfjjR H^IT: 

f^R^Hr^T'i'HiwyRr ? fxzfatt, ^ en^cnw- 

a*<pT: 5 mf^sfac^zdt I *JOT- 
^dPtHd tilP^^le^dipH^Mmd ‘fi'Ki ^C'M'fln <p4 d I Pt 
. T n^ ! iif;^T t t < ii'^y«f4 | PH 5iKfi‘MP<s fl ^WMif^’ W *HfP u i 
^TTf^^T^To^TTf^ft^T^T I M^i^MHl^iozrfdP^d 

fwft dr^RrTC finTpftsftr a fR<T I ^ 

^ rcTp^tf^e *rfaRfa *tt%* rk <rcfa gsftre*te, 

JH«Rf<nrRsf«T ? 3TcT^t- 

cfg^ 8 —tf**® *TT%* ^R fT^TT^T 10 ftgfrrft 
ffTfZTT^^T 11 HT%WSRrWsr 12 yftl^M I 5T 13 3^T^cTf*T 

pR- 


P«H<4*R*T TRFT ?% *RT5 N *iRHfa P*RTTO*t- 
I dSST «U^d^<^KP^R¥»V^P4^^^<mt 


(!) ocTT^ ^TT%* B. (2) snja (for s^’) B. (3) ^WTo 
(for font) B. (4) Wanting in A. (5) ^aA. (6) 5TPF- 
f??ro A. (7) o^c<To lost in A. (8) A has zf, then lacunae 
for two syllables, and then ^ (9) aft* A. (10) <ft*r 

A. (1!) a%TTRft A. (12) R p%t* rei ^ i c^ B, (13) Want¬ 
ing in A. (14) All letters after o^uft^ i os t in A. 



si*nfHr*r: 


^ <. u MfNKd I •ftW I 

^if^qq^qt: sfararfaqi s# WTOt I 

q%ra>«fq: i smt: ^Kraytai w-^- 


t .L^W.L^JL«,JIL^ILlAamL^UL^lhlLlLfc.afcmLll 


vr $11 ^Ftesft—^^-1 Mfaf^kK^ i^if^iY, 

WnYqT I ZT^qt ^^T^ziTfq- cf ^ %3% TF^- 

fafc^R^^r^f mzfcwi: i ^ ^ a*nfasr 

*ftrfa —sffaTRIlftfdi 5T% I ST^TT I 

ffzrr mm mrm ?: * mv: zi'hiimfmr, 

m 5f% BVw^ifqcTt 5R%^%: i i 

cTF^rt TOT«T^%R%: TOM ItfT^'^T’FTWR ?TT 6 

i m Mq m^mvn 

ttw ^rrsT^erurFiT Tf%*rTR?<rr%% sr%- 

TrfcrH^ (? iv9) i 


^nj ^ ^T^'t»t z r ^p5zn^r<oi <°t *pt ^ 

5%%rrvn^TOT^^?n^ i 

dT*TT%?T>: mssvmtittm WMl <T- 

^r^K^rO tomww qfr^T%, ?tt rmr- 

?n%^2T7t5nrPT >r^% i 


(1) All syllables after offPT and before 5 lost in A. (2) 
This phrase is missing in A. (3) ?T?[3*l?[cR A. (4) Wanting 
in A. (5) Wanting in B. 







ar^V^urf^imft 113*11 

wrt qf-w'h^ 1 

ftw \\\\u 

?TT 37T t ^fV^fdwf6^M r ^t-H r <;^' , <<T 1 ' I 
‘Klfcqf^RtM*-<<d I <: 11^11 

cT^TT WF^l<Xct<wnY4k t l‘h*i^ z T r ^TT^T^ :7 T 

crp^fofa 

o^lMlC I <KMi ^ TOTO^^^TOTTO^- 

f?^?r^R^ 4 mcq#TfiT i 

•rw 

* 6 srftr- 


i %<&? 

Ts^faftr ?n%zTFfW^^R^r i ^rt zrcrf'T sc#^ 

fnf^c^T^T 0 !^^ vfirwrmTR 8 ^?g?r: b^tt-® 
fcrerfa?^ i Tniw^rforc wrix- 

wmq- *rwrc*nw l ° 

q^?Rirfir I d^TC^RT: qf^rf^WT# I 
<RT ^ ^ «jftH q^ 12 w^ : 13 I 511 fq I fd 

i jrfftr^wcer srfimfent 

(tHA) i • 



(1) offfe<j|^vPHc*;p{ A. (2) *n7RI<W A. (3) ?P missing 
in A.(4) o3ni wanting in A. (5) A. (6) srfao 

lost in A. (7) oferpTo lost in A. (8) Omitted in B. (9) 
ff^To B. (10) o^BTOTo lost in A, (11) ogr?HT B. (12) w* 
omitted in A. (13) A reads here (CTl^)f^cmt^m^: I 





dft»<U fq<qifd W ll^vsii 

arr^iTwHrPTwreft q^qiqqrqqfrrqq i 
qftwqqqcZRT: qifWHfTO^RTIH 11^11 
srctr sftfq^rq *q>PuM«r i 
fqrr fqsffqqt qq qm 1 qrfq fqqftodTH iihn 
^ wfc^rfq tfbrpq 2 qferqq i 

<K*ddl d^wjfd 3 ^fferpff fqMT4d IIYoll 

trq q%rTfqfq sqrsqrq qrf^oqjqKq^q sz u * f £ — 

qrf^qrcro^m: *wftr q* N i 

TO** *?Tt ^l«ht II^CII 

q^ft^sqmr: qsftwwn:: qq3qftqr*wq*q?q qq*q 
^qrvrr^: yfd«tf'*qM'®qfd<fa> qf^ d*q qqTTT: qqqi: qe 
^H^T'd I q^qqqT dT^xT t*q qq^'dlc^*!: I qqf SRqqr 
JtoKI': 4 *Rpt *hrfq*M*ii: 1 5 F^<?TT:—fqf^5%$ftfVrq: qftpzr- 
q^taTfrwq: i qqq^ftfq i qqq c^fqfq— 

q^? a qq*n i 

qq^nqi: qrteqfar tott: cttw: 5 ii^ii 

q^rfqt frinfft qatr^TO: 3TSTTmt fqfw^qqq q*q 


(1) «FT5q B. (2) frqtqqtepq B. (3) qqvqfq A. (4) 
sfw*TT B. (5) B reads wnfel’s 19, 20 consecutively. 





3° 

cFtfi qftfsqtqffsqfarfw #f^^JT>rfW: qfa- 



td<«J fa t 1 I * q ti ? 4W 0 a w : I 

5Rnfcf KZTFcfafk 1 * ^: 

« <«fadl«hy< r ^ff*d fq*f WT^gq: 2 IIY^II 
tfq ^tf^ql<iM'-t'dm Iq 3 fqfi?q: ^To^fbTTferq': q^Ttf *PFtfr- 
fm: i ^qqq qqtVqraTOTO f^<Rssnjsmr *fir qfq<jq i 
an ^ *fr*q£ (^ i \) i 

qq^q’rqqqcTT—TOOT ^pFcTOT f^flOT «TT qc$q?q 
snfinftW^OT tTOjatfOT qT cTOT TO qq?nq> fwqrq- 
qfq*q*{ i cn q q^q: tokt: qqqfcr i qq ^f«i«5wq 
q^qqqfqwqq qw qqfwgqq farcr 4 * qrctonfchr fawq: 
q TOjqTqqwrqr: qqq aw:: i qqr 
xt qtsftqq^q ^ 5 6 n 11 

foftq:—qq qsnqrsq^q qrqq fl srfe:?q qtftq wtqfttRT- 
fdWqTOTT(W qqf^qjqfqwq: I qqr 


(1) WT (for Wk) in B. (2) no. 2004(anon) 

=+l<WTTOq p. 260 (anon) ad i. 87(anon) = - 

q|%^?wri. 396=.q^Rfqa^ (qpq?) p. 45 (anon)* 

qrr^rcqqT ad viii. 1 (anon). The qftrqrr commentary on 

qrqj says that this verse occurs in qTwftqm as a description 
of morning. But this is probably a mistake, as it does not 
occur in any MS of the drama. (3) qrq wanting in A. (4) 
osrfeRRqtf A. (5) *T$RT£«F v. 7=W?TOto p. 61 (anon) 
=qf^tV^R p. 86=3jpr£p. ll=vr*urorrcrp. 188 (anon). 

(6) qrsqq*f A. 



3T5T TPT-JTOT 
TOTT 5I«rqf?r I 


!TOTRTT T^tW^cTT^: 1 * * * * 6 —TOM+WI- 
fa**R# q-^: ftnrfq TZT?^ ^c^TT^FTctT I 

zrqr— 

str qTCrjf^crfg^>^^T> T>$ferrfwr 
*7^1 STHTWr^ t*«T f^W^T>n fddRT'*7^t I 
OT:rftyidrqw5r<fd' *PTO*ftw*IT5f JJf: 
qTW: ST4*T FTTftrtftW’*^7'cTZTT IIVYII 

m ‘WXfvft:’ ^T q^?ZT: TOfa I WRTc+R- 

3R>: ^FcfiTT ft , %7hn«T: 5Rt^?T ^ wfWq 6 ?PTT5^ 7 ^T 
7 PTOT TO :ST^rafafTOe^TTO^ I tftsfa 5^T: g^f: 


(1) cTR B. (2) ^B. (3) o?TT5*A. (4) *T<R: A. This 
verse is quoted anonymously by the *I«1SH»TCT (pp. 182, 

246). The commentators on *T**?7 attribute it to the lost 

TPRH^TCT. says that it forms the speech of 

fnr^Tif j n that drama ; while o*d> W says that it is addressed 
by to in the same play. It is atrributed to 

f^TT^xT in (see Dhruva’s edition of HJTTTCR, 

introd. p. xii). Also quoted anonymously in the ?T<Mal+«6T- 
VV*\ (p. 341). (5) o^no lost in A. (6) ^rf^cT A. 

(7) 7PTPST A. 






^f>fw5frr^nr N 

^rrw4+T0fif i 

i wm 

^tr- H^rnr# tr^tcr t$N tf^/.smn^ 3 5ftr i i*\ 11 

3R ^^TT°n^fq q^?^TO 4 ^RT^^^HdcMf<^l«iq]^c^^R- 
■Hf+faciKtf irftwi^W ^—T^^rfirfir i 


q^M*rwr*rr vzrxFtfi f«ra#— 

aTCgfft J^ciTTfV<Trfa=n 51 <A HT 'TT^I < Id I 

TT^TT—r^CcfTR fTOTqrfunFTfq- BTTftsffT TOWTOqfcT I 
R: I ‘qrffaFT'-ST®^ 6 ^^gRta>T'4?ftT- 


^T*ft° 





f'HKtZT td*t c M f^T^T'T- 


to^ 7 q^nfir i 

^TFT^frctfWPT I 

^RqRo'Std <r^dc^Tfcr4 10 fR^TJT: fqnrfr ^TT^5Wq^T^- 

*P*q tf^TTfaqTTO?#* 5 T^IRT^: *rfor*T$ 5 T% 5 : I *TOT 


RTer^ 12 ?f?r iiv^ii 

vrPwjjjfcinfr ?^qr ? r?f>T^T4t srp# i mj 


(1) 5T5^ B, forq^T.(2) o^THRo only, A. (3) ^cfhr^TT, ad 
iii. 47, p 46=s?rf%f^^ p 45 (4) &7f<T «pffln«rt dropped in B. 

(5) The whole passage from ^fawnfatrrfasTT up to this word is 

■dropped in A. (p. 9) substantially quotes this passage 

( 6 ) *<TS*TTfwft only in A. (7) B. ( 8)^3 

missing in A. (9) 2 ®*?° A. (lO)tT«T wanting in A. (12) 

no. 450 (anon). This verse is quoted in full 

below. 





cprr wrfa 


5Z r^rr: 


r 1 STT^T: IIV\3|| 


tercfwtfr fajjq-fa-fa R WTWR^f: I 
f«RhPT^^f TR *R*p?4'«lWRT: !Rtr> —zr 


1LULUUI tiUJLILt. Arll'LlI ILLdlLU.l^iUiLiU;i;i*;ii:iU.'M 


*RT— 

^WJnjfiPW STOWT^ 5TTR: 5THTwtf^T: 

53TST: jfjf^<Yspfh5yfir<f»T : 2 * * * * * qrfWwT^H ^ 5:1 

3R tn^t *m: 5 «trt ^frfo ?r fvfaff^zr^R^fud^ 1 
5TR^ f^quiHi^k'ViiT^: ‘Frfa’t^r ^fiMcilfir: 1 zm ^ 
^€RVllMare*R T *JW 


foWJR ftffiT* * dR *RRc^R «TTR 

*T R iti^^f^(gf< u ft^^^fT4 TFr: 8 liven 
vw foRfa^*RT yj^- 


(1) ofyr«rr$*n lost in A. This verse is quoted in full in ch. iii. 

(2) tatftaPPfwT: A. (3) ?*«**• A. (4) fromRfcjRr ii. 

21 = 3 >nfadPRt no. Wll^^MVT® no. 276-=*nre? p. 68 

tanon)=Jayaratha p 41 (anon) =3T^^TR^T p. 68 (anon) 
p. 103 (anon). (5) ?fRn*toro a. (6) fr faytq- 

^ E Tp g qwt: B. (7) o^f^fTo lost in A. (8) R^TOSftf no. 

3464 no, 1335 (TO- 

**Tfor: )—wrn*N? p. 132 (anon). (9) yonfcT (for 

STR^fa) B. 


3V 




3TWR: q^Wq^ETTOT: SWTCt qfef ttffirq^ 'TFT— 
qr qnq^q^r sr^nqw^q^ 1 idift PH^iWqV qT ^t 
sq^rqr TOTRRurigHflVi ^T^JTTfvr- 

I q«TT 


*ft S*T q**FT m3: fsrqcm tw^: 2 11 K° U 

3fq q'c^i <M*t 

q^TOff qWgq^^T^^qr^ft^c^^-Hi'} rTFq q?gqt 
^TMT^qqi^dHlqdi SqFTqfd fwf^q#q Fq'FWFqq 
^Nwrt?T I ZT«TT * 

PwrPnftfe^t q^r^TTqr 5 
qFqqqfar q q qTfq farqqnfq i 
STOTpT F qTqqVqFTTfoi 0 d^qT- 
^q$RTfar£qq fqnrfq eqqfcr 7 ||(^ll 

(1) o^T^pfr A. (2) This forms the last line of the verse 
Vjpfw (TqnFTPrFTqq from QrmFrFTCRqftq. Kuntaka quotes 
this verse in full in eh. iv. See below, abstract of that chapter 
for reference. (3) ofzprftr A. (4) oq$ipft B. (5) oiFFTTfar B. 
(6) qfanftB, for F^TlfaT. (7) JlV1**nfkn>T (ed. Solf, no. 36). 
This verse does not occur in Bohlen’s edition (Berlin 1833). 
Since this verse is quoted (anonymously) in on q^FFFF 

(ed. Parab, ad iv. 23), and in o Locana, p. 60, fafpr’s author¬ 
ship of the verse appears doubtful. In gqrfqqrq^ (no. 1280) 
and qfP^W (74a), this Srifa? is attributed to 

+tf'5PF Quoted also anonymously in Hemacandra p. 89 and 
Samudrabandha p. 9 (*F$ffq*q probably quotes it from the 
jpstfoqTtfqq itself). 








rMl «r»'i fqf§a I <41 fV®i ti■* *k$d '<^'q<5*t»^TO^- 
otottototo 5Tfarot 1 1 ^rpftf^r 2 
TO ^TOrfJT I TF*T*T*Rftfo szTOJmf^r^ 

5TTO^ I TO q q ^ TTTf^T fTO^TOftc q?*tf b<b^H e+7 <- 

fk«n4^ i fa^TOqro 

Slcftzm I 


sttotto tfqqfo f ftre f ro - 
tto to —n TO^rrfcTOftqt ^Rrifaq W^rm^ r 
*Ffafa qfar$: foq^r i to 

TOS^^C TOTO: 8 11^11 

TO ^ 


qTf'^T TO qg: 4 IIK^II 


TO ^T 

f^qqrqfa qF$sfa q ^ffft ff>ro^ i i^vi 
wi f^fTO TO Tq^WTOTO: 5RTTOT f5q#— 
qq fwfa^rTOfa 5 T 5 TOT qfaTO q TOIHrfqqrroV 

faTO: I TO 



3ft srqfif ^ ^TOFT- 
TOT: 6 ^ Eqfqro TO* ||^|| 

qqr ^ 

qfq^T TO TOT: 8 II ^fcT 7 |l«^ll 


(1) This passage is quoted by p. 9. (2) mfr only, 

B. (3) i. 23. (4) See above p. 33, $1. 48. 

(5) W 5: (for *«f:) A. Quoted in full in *p?TfacTR«ft no. 628 
(qpTR^TO). The verse is given in full below, ch. ii. 

(6) g |rt(W f W hi. 27, p. 64 (7) omitted in A. 







qrfVfa: 5^?^, 'Trfa ^ftfir q^r^Tr’ (VR^) 

?fiT fc^T i zprr 1 


^Tt^^T^T 2 tf'cT ll^vsll 

^Tcft: ^q - i «nK<rsnrnTRrc 

PTO#—*T*T fozrr^f^qfaWTTWT 3 #5^ 4 *r^*rfrrfa- 
m^iit Ora^for : i <ft 5 * «r^f^r 

W^fnfadd oj T3?rrc yfiRt i spot 



^3m3Tif ToT^rfa^ffasr 


3TT ^HMsfq f^ 7 t’OTldMiffaT OT^sf 5 ^ ^ ^fa'kd, ? 3 OT: 

nh-i'+'rt OT^farfa: ff^^rcrcqtfW 8 ^tott srsrfa 

OTTcT OT4OT*T: I STT STOTftfa fajSTPKtsr faqfa 
#f^ 9 qftF§T$^ i spot 

ffojpfarfor: *q^*sr^?rOTOT%^OT i 

^totot sft»njfWt:snrwrraPflBraft t*ot: 10 ii^n 


(1) Wanting in A. (2) swrernr^far p. 41 (anon)=Hcm- 

candra p. 297 (anon)=flX* 4 ctoF 03 To p. 300 (anon), This verse 

is quoted in full below, at ii. 22. (3) oTK^SI^I A. 

(4) ^f^q- A. (5) 5T^T A. 

(6) <fti^fa^dfd4fHV<fatiw^<>4«'TOTT^rtfT4' I 

^(fhfT^fnRT ^rfeT II 0RT I 

JlWW^iefT (ed. Weber) 455=«FFiT3RT5T p. 168. (7) Wanting 

in B. (8) missing A. (9) o%sr # lost in A. (10; This is 

to the ffa of the wrflftv. 




f%*P3T- 
i z nr *4 





ftrffflwiwft m* vm&xY \\\^\\ 

3f^r h i <.w <.is-^j<al <*>d: 

fl^ 8 Mq^^KT^TT: ^4% flcffanrur 4TO fanj- 

qd*dl*d<tifa^^^4T^ ^R’Tt *T4'^flf?T q«raoq*^ | 
?TC*mTfim*r:—^nsfhwRr 
qifWfar *T **T4 IM'I Om^TTM ltf*jM*l gd 4 Id I ^Wd4 

f*T^4Hf<5fqr^ri^f: ^rf^HTFW I *PTfiT*T«BlM**T dT*T ?TfT- 
JT^T 7 c e T>^tRl^i*i*t fa»4 l^q*! 8 <fKj^TT*TT: 4»T<«lc4'T‘ 


(1) mUost in A. (2) Wo 2. (3) °4f%’*T- 

tffafa-' A. (4) A reads offsfWfij in the first line, <>jft«ofl and 
'JTanrftfi? in the second line ; sftwnj and in the third, 

in the last line. B reads otitflPufij in the first 
line ; in the second line ; far33 in the third 

line, o^T3 and 33H33 in the last line. The conjectural BRT 
of the verse would be : 


iiiGbcctuti 


«?flwrr wYtsroftfiTfsrsj: f5rf ? r<^f ddiMt srafo ii 


If we read o pHf^ in the first line with MS A, then would 
it mean o<j^T<W, qualifying which would be ^:, 

in second line ? (5) A. (6) *T^T B. (7) «o B. 


(8) otR B. 




rrf^Fgfcr: i fa ftnrfa ^fcr^rc- 

^ifc 5Tcft?T# I *RTT ^ 

fTF^TTf^T f^f^T fcqdPd 1 11 11 

3r^ ^r?qf% sK'tfVcqrfe ^ sr^^T, wwif u i ^ *rrfa faR^ 

fanRZRnWT dHM^'dlTd ^TftiMd^ I 

3WZTT: Tdsczrfer 5OTT: SRiTqTW: 2 I WTR- 
em^sfa snrct Rra^ i ^fr:—5r?zrznsTzr: 1 sjrtc: gfcre 
*r *iFTT«r*r: f«TR *r faftz: i crcmfa wrcr: ^nr^fRr- 
^TO7#f^qf^%T:, I 

5TT, TOTT^^tffaf^:—<lR*H ^F2T«RT^TR 3 

I 7 T*TT 


3-favft ^ ctttt: 4 nsftr 11^31 




*fa , TT o ft fRtamr: 1 ii^vii 

3nr feTTOT|TWft: TOTT^+Tu*PTdte ‘^T^TOTft. I 
+1<<i*<h'ttrrzt ^Hc^te^tt- 

to# ffavfa i mj 


«Hg* 

^STCRTi^TO 7 tot: ^s^TOr: I 


(1) See above p. 34. (2) This is part of fFifoPT 19, which 
is now taken up for comment, (3) ^T«qtfftftafa 4B. 
(4) See above p. 35. (5) fTNTOTRRro (Berlin MS, i. 6Sb). 
(6) A. (7) S*5 B. 


Wi^q: 


n 

*T ^H>T«RJTr: *P ^ f| fWR^irfin^: ll^HII 
3^ ^T6CTpT^T^^Tq%riiwrcfa =#cPR^zTRWw <rf*TOT 

■pq^wpfTOn-—r^^rr^Tr: wn#n#«ifw> 
WTTpT:, AT S/T: ?T fqrfa^zrnrfoi : I 

«t» t rt@iil«ft «n h i^ct<q^qc^ sTc^Tcrm- 

<dld, <TC*TT: yrafOT^rf^M <.«Mfd*t><.*cf 4 
a^4yfe« WTO *T * srpfrr: i wr* 

i qT < nvr4ft^5?f^4t vrfS#«ft fa^zr: 

?Tf?T5ZTf=T: ^RTR: I 

f><r*<rr T^Fr^as^rrqt 

wtffera **qprr *war$ TOfrcr: 5 ii^ii 

m vFKQMt w«w ^fcT yfa^ ^R^f^TOftRr: i 
5W#Rr»«rf?rl^f to* Pro#—** *<TOrm*r*fimW 

SFpSTtf qr^ZT:, qrT5ZT#f^5ZTT^' ^Wfirfi? «TT S*>FT3* *rfr- 

<lPTOrT* farof** I ZT-TT 

3re*r?F*P****T€rfir qr **> * iivsii 

3T* ?* * WRRfffir TOT^ *fa5zrT* Wt * ^TOt^cfJT I 
** 7 zjsq-^fafcr<r*fa: faw fro iTTRrrfe^n^sPr ^Rf 1 
**r 

3Tg *B2^«rrta* 

•T SfinTf^tfa 8 11 11 


(1) fimw B. (2) qfq ?TFTT B. (3) A omits 5T«o. (4) A 
omits cf (5) srFrcwm ii. 37 (p. 42> ==FT5cra^7P5T pp. 323, 354 
sqforfa^F pp. 45, 66. (6) See above p. 31. (7) ttcj A. 
(8) $JTT<tf«rq v. 40. 


Vo cpptfacpftfacn?; 

3mi R2*sro<ftcwro ^r 

• *rt ^t i 

^ftszf ^r^r^T: 1 sfa ii^ii 

3R tftsffafa cfcRToJT 'W^' #fa*q3Rftfa: I ^ ^ 
*jw*rr TOTTsrqnrr: srcfifcfT: i fwnre 

*T^5T: ^RFfasTRl l 

ijcf cfTefzn^q’^nTt q^Rt 2 ^r°T??r^q’^gTt' i T w- 
?r*rq ^fRR sqr^qrq-^ff qTqqrq «rwr 

II Ro II 

TrqqTq qq^TRtsR: i qm*q q^r^rq^zT i 
R5q , 4<t>i ^fcf^qof ^Tqzr^rf^r err SRftfTOTFq ^tqrrt^qRIcfV 
^hifarf^^zR 3 w. ^r^rqff^q - - 

foPR: ^tsfq-^q-rcr I *TCT 

sqfaffit ^qrfzf mfi 
cR fflfeJqft 5 tt?t: i 

q^q cTR q^TT- 
Rterfcr ^Rft 4 nvao n 

^TctfYcPrT ^RTfq^^<>‘J||q»kdl r d:q»T l7 rR qc^T q% 

—q^rfeRT #Trcrqrqvrf wftoqT^q faq qfs:q*q TOq 


(1) See above p. 34. (2) A omits this word. (3) This 
tfrfwr is quoted by p. 9. (4) ^r?T xiv. 60. 






JTZTT^rn}* qq 5TW> fqfqq qq^H^q qq Sqkscqq^r q*rF3qq I 
yr^TRK^ y^TRT I <«^jfoM ^ f t f ^qTf3-^jt 

^Wr^T^ffeTffJT I qfcqk qq%—ZTrTfaFT fa^OTTfa- 
qsg^sfq ?PR rf3WTKTFW#JT flfewf flTW 
fwr W r<c i| HI fd U+‘ KMI *f d i 5fan*MVc4 

3T fqfo^qq^RM <q<«r ^TcRTT ^qqqq 1 f^TWrf^T I 
q q qwTOTOTfaqt q: q^rqT firer# qq- 

qTqTqqfq i q^-rotor tfRT^eqqrar*, q fqqqiq 2 - 
*jfa:, m \—I q^qqr «t>fetxfdqidHM r cqi'* 
ftrqqk q qqqfo I qtsqt qrqq*q ?TWft qgsranr:, q 
^l'ikKf —q^ilw’+K^ifaft qqfs^iRTqfcnsqf^T I 

qq qf*wqiq<kr<qq: qrqqqr^qfeq^f^qqrkT^qTqr- 
q^q: qq: qq^'tsczRnrf^qTq 4 3^^nrk qfcqfq 5 'jqq*- 
c#q qT qRTFqq 0 I q^FTOfeqqq 7 sqk^TWrqfqcqckqq: 1 
q qT^fFRcnf: ^q^ftTUTT^R qfoqqq^fkqq I 

^q qrqqqwt s^qTq qTqqqj£^q*q wr?? qwq- 
qr^KH+fq q qq^Rq tot sqrqqrqq— 


m^hh* wi qq^ qiftq 8 qT^T* i 
H^TqTqqi^p^qqtfr: ift^n 

qqqiq't f«pqrqqfq^q qq^qqrqqpjq qqrkf qrq^ftsfk 
qrqq fqsr# sr^q qT mz^K\ qtopqq q^qq 9 1 #jq:— 
<iI $Tirftjq 14q^<: I q^f *qTvnf«HHl$i4’ °^<ht:4- 


(1) lost in A. (2)fqqqro lost in A. (3) q^qqqqrfq% B. 
(4) q^rvfqwjfq omitted in B. (5) a^fa^Rr for qfasqfa A. 
(6) qW4HN& B. ^7) o^qqrq A, for qq. (8) qcqfo A. 
(9) omitted in A. 






qrftrq q&ftftnq wftqqr qq qqf^:> fqqfrft q: q 
tnrte i cm wn*ft qqT—TmT^pq ^lOqqiqT- 
q qqifw^'p fcqt Tm? ^wimto:- 
qR^qqT qqqru^qr q^mfwqiq *q^qaHfu*iTTfqq- 
WZTT 1 2 * SHfJT"T> RnTOT ^ffTcf: I cRd'4c 
?7xiTT^Wf^R qqTq*q qqrfqqsqIMF<+ I 

q*q q qqff^qqf<qqqqqq qq qqftqqr stft- 

qfmmiqrqqcqqqeqqrqqqlqlqfqfq qqfcfaq ^nrrcm 4 
vfqqr #*«siraibr qrfonjwreqrq qqiq*q qfmrqrq wm- 
^q tftqqT TOTcqq TFT: qftq: T^rfqq^ I am q qfcT- 
ipq*rftw^q q^q^ i qqT q fqRra^qt- 

fqqq 5 qr-qqrq ^qrniqwqwq^'^mpcr^ i qq^q: 
gqr^qq q^ qTqrofaqqfotqqqT fqq^T qraTqqTyrqfq: i 
qqq q qqqRqq — 

ayjq qmrqfrq fasfaq 
qq fqqqTq faq: 5iqftiq*( ' 
qqrfqqqq q Ri^l^rfqqr 
qqq^qT^qfqqTqqw 7 1ivs^ i 

qq ; q qqrqiqt qqr—^qfqm^Tqfqfqqfqq TTq 8 qrq>r- 
fqq^q qiqqqqt q^qfqqq'^qftnqiHq^qq- 


(1) factor omitted in A, which reads oqfronqr only. 

(2) o^jj^tctA. (3) EqPTRq • A. (4) This lost drama is 

quoted in TOVTOTTOfr, by Hemacandra and in qr%q^r. 

(5) B omits ftroq, but A reads farrrqyiqtfcqfqfa. (6) *q*nq- 

qprqo A ; ?q*qqqq[qo B. (7) fro" xiv. 7. (8)Tnr raq o A. 





*3 

5rftr*TTW I 'RJTTfej fVfa- 

fjT^c^OTqfq’t^r: qWTfr, 'OT^sf^r ^ TTT'qq'fefa I 

qPFFW ^cf^T^T^FcTR; I ^g^g SW^TPR f?R^f- 
TT^T ^TTfcrq^^iT^l <h 

^c^'TRj^.^ I ir^g- ^erOT’iToZTT^JTFTTW^ oq^cRTTRT^T- 
Sqfo I 


g WHSTOTTOT a^qi^d I 

wrrwta wtsyn — 

«»nrwinft toto 1 fa^ircfr ^ n^n 


fip^Uft fafw ?7 T^’ q: tr^ 8qisK*tikft *RT- 

1 8JrnrRts9r i %q wi^d 

*T.’ F STOfatt I q^q - —TPfqrq' *tc*Wi4: l q»Y^5T:—^Ts^r- 

: I ^i?qTH+q>£q : kfa TT-T- 
?7nfqq^?j aTTTO^q q 5T^q 2TSTOPT *rfaTFq^Tq™T^T°T 
q^na^r tRq qfwta*i»: y^nfiwrwrft i Tf^nn- 
=#rHwqrrfcq^^, vrzm 
^FTt: 'Tf^OTY'T^P: I ^FTF 

q^qT 'tH'tK ftnuW rtl«iq«r^€zrz?T 

fc^T cFTT ITT sf? 


(1) The reading of the commentary is *Tl*Nrcq which is 
preferable, although the MS here reads *PT«TCq in the 
*t*tf\«t»T. 



^ <momw qr: gfriWt fasRT i 
^ ?^wfiwnr ofs^i'^ kh> 


ilBiEI^SEaiCflEGLlIGbmifcg'll 


dfel^iwfe* ^WTWftiTTftWlt I HtQSq ;— 

<.*( I ql’oqHfrWT TR^F 
5TRt 4^fWw*n<«i^, ^TR fa?T4?4 4tsf^T7l: q^S^PT- 
i *4 fq^fa 

cfc^RTTii?r<fd5RdtfWIP^cRR-fa ^>Fhrcfoc*R: I ^ZTR 

—r^qxqfify^g^TTf | 

srnrtcT.* tht, <fhr ^4< 

<*i u Ft4^ i 44T 

^TRt fa?R<J 4 : ?F^TT- 

^*1: qftsfa wq+^54KI44'<t fTO*T: I 
^ I <«i4*j4«-aiPT'ft 

fa^faT: +Wr+<<J f4r^4>4Tfi^qR^: 1 2 l |V3^ 11 
3R fw^sfq- 4r544TW^Ftf^^r tfRTRJT 4 qrfwfa 
^4: fVHI°4d | fipg 5Tf^nTRf^44^T f^rfr 

dfe^TfR4nf^WHlfo-dH I ^l^4T£<uiMWfa- 

^4»|o4^T>»mr^MifKi: ^PT^fd ^TTfa ^Miqi’-qdlPiT^tq^' 


(1) (anon). 

(2) Quoted anonymously in RRRfar ch. iv, p. 242. 


ctOTtaa i 


sruft^: 
a^T nfXt'Mdlfd 


^ a Pa i\ y ^or^rf^4x < (\- 

5TPT ^fasqrrfaera— 


tfafcT <HT ^ *TT*rf: ^fasr^Hta^: 1 
gf^lRt fafw? I Rtf 11 


cPT dfVaa Z FT^T HIM?'. 'pqH^qq: 1 ’FPTaf^a I a ffV 
acarc, *a*Tfca*?aTaaraaTaa a^^aaaFasrsara 1 a a 
afojSTT:—arfaSTCaTafaa: I ^ataT ST?«TR aaaa *FWt*r* : # 
c W°^ < h <u|^it t>K«i^jaT: I fVafaaTar:—a^*f I <T faf%^3 m 
qs^QMfa I ^t^ft a«PT:—aaaTcTO: I 
aTfeaHkHT aRfa fa^: I ^aTffaRsftafajaa aafa I 
aat a *awaTaar *a^aan?TOaa 1 


are -a a§faar fasfa'raa: aaafar 1 
PhirffWwPTdw«n«r^5T ♦rtfsrppft Ttaaforcr: 
aaT*araT: 2 1 amt aWa 1 a h afa^aa afa^a^ 1 
3^^a 3 aaaaYata^sra arafea^ai^ma^ 1 ^a^aYaa^a- 
afwjaaa 1 w<TOteTO ^faaarat agT HWH - 
aaTaasaca srcrsaa 1 a a fafwrtfaaaa?ta an”saarra 
aT^aafaatfaaT^aa a3TaaaaT saasaTafaa 5Taaq; i ^jt- 
aaf a^aa^a^qwww mm^srm aifaaaa 1 
aaifaaaasaarca 5a: w*wfc*nu\wm\ ttqw$TFm a 


(1) B adds af% here. 

(2) am i. 2. 9-13. 


(3) a*sti. 42. 



3TW TT^r^Tf^-f^T^ I iT ^ ^TfST'JI 
^^RR TI ftW^T^q’ *4 N ,fW TRTcT I clft*i^ 

*rfd ^nf^l<Mo^ <U|‘ * *TTcT I f%^ TOft fq^HiqT- 

jrfq =T sq?- 

fcl^id, 0TMHf'H*-tJdT*TT3Td 3F*T^ ^ cRHTd I 

?T ^ ^fa«f s^crcq-Tq-foj 

tTuzim i qwd r^Tf^s^^w^H #^ff- 

w •w'twira *r«4*i w i Ri i Tft^i^t- 
^ ^ddrnr^d, dr^R^TOTc^RT i ?r ^rfd^- 
*TfoWr zm^rf^T ^fe^PTTf^^T iFRf ^ftq’dT^T- 
*r^fo i si* f^ss*T*qiw*+’^i+K»Jfci tsTfaw*.?- 
*®rc* ** s fa**r*| i jrrWjd^^Tf^TT^dT^^ zvmfy i 
d^nr^r fsisrcs^HPw&^wto' 

gjsrivraT*** rtwnfWw «fnr *nfw: *nj:?;*fs, srfts- 
5if^^Tff^T i d*?T * s*Tf* * s Yff m 4 <TT»n *i s^q-ftprT- 
swrrfs i ST«rt* gf*rc^^zrcrsdu: fw i cr**%- 
fafa*: m) y# 1 ^fg ^ T rf^ M^g r*- 

^T j rqrdT^Td st$H lioqfd <R"'i 14fd^i^i ojwfi* ij*, dr^r ^ 
sFTfcrfef*** d<^s I ^Tf'fd: Seed'S fd I S*TT * S*Tfa**?TO*- 
d* , H<l o^Tr^^T^TTfd' I ST**! * *f*^*«W^'1lRT*Tfcr- 
*tftct> f*f***c^**raprni **fs i 
s*fos***TT**JT <<i $ ifdi M ^rfer: 

I dqT * S^S *Nf<°^<MT^q 15RTTmfa | 

*Tfed WPwfaQwi VTmTCTTO: STOS I 


(1) B reads *F only. 




ft>afa ^TSITTO^, §$mi MVw^^Tc^' a I a t>;a 
cT^d'lf'lfarl'SjcfT mat I mrfa *Ffmamaaa- 

faa^acai<n*-a*Ufa*K«iHPi«iia amfa Tfta^aramiaacaTa 
aRTRa I am a 

sama^jpTKRTaaa^Tjfo:, aa-ifafVtdtqi <^?i a^aFimaa- 
c^rt i ag/rfd^l wnt^faftret fafaa $c^-^d i aaaat- 
tWT Tmftacaaa 

'TOtq’Tvf aamafa i a^arem ^wjrmRw aaf^sma- 
af^RT afeTf K<M ftc aafwaTR d ^afaRjam I 


a^ a watTFara^aia *aTmfaaca aaa ^aS, °*£arra- 
WJKWV: yRT^rWt: *aaa^ aa# ? aa ata:, maTarcar 
aiaa f t>ioq<t'<viH, faaaiRxsfa aafa arafaaarfaaraaT- 
*aTmfamfwaaa: *amanpTftm%a ^cmavamt aa?ft i 
a\^ ^ammf^3ir55Ra^aT^?a aaa: i *amma aatar 
qT^'^M+i^M+iT+'^Narm^RTa *aaTaRTaarraa, at a 
aarfartwa^a: i am araammafa ma: ^amaaarfa- 






|R\S|| 

q^ftfanfa tfa ^ 1 m$' I 

*V% ftTT^ IR£il 

SJ^HHlf^W q;T HrfT* I 

*U*f u l)c$g$ 5 TOTdSRq irmi 


g$*RTfa«r: ^frsznr, ^ftsat ^t^OT: gyrrorarfiT- 

qpH I : RT r T°T *HlfV4qKiw^ci<rt MdT: STJTRTT:, cRT- 

#1 ^ToZTTfk f*PRT: I BT5- 

to: i fa^fwrfa $$*nfa jcnfar *ffr 

^PT q^TCT WTT ITTT I l^fa 

dTS «ftq# I ffqT ^ VFKr 

<^^TW*^TOftar I *T 1 ^ 5 T:— 
w% *rft^ fa^Frrfa faq^rr^fa *fa*f firPrsnrpft ^>Prt- 
I ?TclT#*T^^T7Tf^fdvr>^ y fa a’ pRR T ^^ Rl H ^ 
5 T g^TT^rt' zT«Tr^T%wqc#fr frcrraq; 1 ^*r*r— 
T rfr? , 7 7 ^ z Tf^ 1 fll$'Hi<j*ji(*Mk*j tR^-m r ^tdf^ <0 ^tt- 

^rfeTOTq TFTTtzpF fa TP? fa^RT ^TfafarR] I 
W*i f«KH<3 ^tVh lfd9l4 JWRftfr I WT 

ST^TcIFft fe^ftsfdTTTT- 
*Tc*TOfa ST'JRT ^ cMt I 


(1) The MS B. reads here ; but in the commen¬ 

tary the word 4fa*T is explained. 




5 T« 7 rftJ^fT: 




wft fsrctdfoddT 

wrntft dTd^dTfddRdrd 1 iivsvn 

3{2T #d^$TdT^for ^fd^fdddTdd^*f*RTd 3d> W HdT- 
^rrd dddfd dRdtddT y> u iifd I cPTT d ‘d'jTidiw:' ‘d^dt* 
^fd dTd^ ^*-3 <*ddTdHI 'A HM 1u Id^4d ddHMMdf«-d<Md% 
cd^TteTw <c«d d^f% d ddR^, Ridtd 

3 =T: 5 W*FdTSd a^TT^T^WPT dfg 5 Tff!d<Mf<dr StRt- 
<r#d i f¥ dc^TPcK dTd?—fd*W*finr*rt: tfsgdkd?- 
^dTSTdtftradftdtedfdd^T: I ddT dtddddt: dfTddSdTd- 
<7OT> fWftr:, d fdftrcrcd^ i dddTdd>: 

gdfr^far^^T^ farta:, ^Vtrt fdftre- 

c^i; i . 'arRmr^' ‘m # 1 ^fir ftrctadfikw dSTgdsfq- 
rfdfit!ddTddYfdddf<.<ddIfddTT Wdtd^ I- 
ddrar<RdRdfeac#dTd inftpMt i 


d$d —dWdsrftrdtf^^rdgsrarf: i 

srr^T^n zrraT^WW^n sndddTsiddd ^T^rf<H i+mWi 
ufddr ^nfdtd ^T^tPrt:, dd dPR*ft ^RTf 7 ?TOd sdddd 
d Jd: V*faTV*ft ddV 5^w> dfg^T^Kddfed- 
dTd«TiJddV *d^dTdf*PTTdTfdddt dTVdt d^Tt fddfnrt I 
3 T 7 ZT^R d^ 5 T:— 3 TJTcdfM f^d*dSWi^l frfenjdd: I 3 fZRd- 
dl*Hr>iid fdfi[d f^f dd ^ded ddTSdTTd ddl^lf< ^ddTjp'TC^ 


T ^T d cWter: I 'Sded '- 5 T^>Sd 5 RRWT- 
ddsr:, d didddmr: i *< T^i d«rr— 


dT^^dWdfddd^T>TTdT^ 
«PJ: drtTWdfdrt)f~diPi I 


(1) ^o xvi. 45. 


v 



q 5 £lpKi'*nf 3 cf*f 


* srert swrcTT^F 

TOSTcrpfr^ ^r^^rir 1 iivs^ii 

m 'qr^jq^rfV ' 3 rfrotf^TTf¥ wr mhmhih’ 
sfa 'RTfr 'TO- 

SRffte’ f&rf f^TT ^JOTRtf:^- 

c^r q^rt wrRrfr ^cqnfwnw# i 

mqr: ^zr ^zDTTq^q' 

zqqfKT fa<*#tfiTTj![FT szjRfofq'fiR W 

mtez: i <rcwfw*r:—q^qwWp-q- ^rfzr^rfw- 

^*ftf^:, <T«rrfWt q*r faspr# i zfo Mwrfr 
3 ^fafq?rf*R qrTsqF^Tq^f f^TO^TWR *fqw t 
areteT?^ T^q5T jjqqTq'frnT srq^q'JT/qqr 


cT?q ^cTT^qfqfwfTq'qTq- 



3 frf ^5 f^Fnr^^ JfTT<qi 
yr d<^« <qfj^ q?n ^ 2 ii^ii 


mj ^ (^ivO 

gzgrf^ ?tr fa*qT fqq^: iiv 9 \sii 

^T:qi 5 TTf^r^nT ^OT^TZT, *RT 

vj^ur ^ ?q#nftf5Rreff 
y i VKy gg^a: $w*rcrrc: 8 11^11 


(1) $*TTCo iii. 29. (2) R ix. 55. (3) JpTRo iii. 35. 



• sppfrfr: 


*HfTCPW: i <r«rfe^K Tzmsfisfa i %ht trtpt: 
TRK^’PJ' d'j'jfM'dlfd ^T'T.^f^pft i|<f*T- 

^^rHwr sTf^DTra’:, ^*r *£«■*<.: §|prrT: srjpf^r- 

^*pt: i spfkr^rrPr Rf) 1 
rr^T Or^ZT J^q^rPT^ft TTRT^I <fld I M I *dfl* TjTfcPJT 
*T*JTftwf?;*Pr ft*P«f*Pr q^H^dftrcT *TTW: 
tfcrfafa dl^lf-T | JPTT 

yrfyjjf RRcTT ^ TPft® 

'ht’flrR «fWt*pp^ I 

’i^rf^rrfto^fd 4 if^i ifa 

*t*t smf%rfa 3 iiv3e.ii 

3T3T f^PTT^rrft^'T WT^- 

^TcTT: ^cT^T^^T 7 PT?: 1 Rl^T?T- 

swcrefasrorT^fo xcrr^prt srfinriRf i ^fafwr: 
gr i Ptr#5npfq‘: Rt^^^cT^TT^rYHTR: ^^frcrf^rf^ferirr 
i*<nfaTTT: ^^^^r^rrfTdTiTTqT^fcT ^rfwjPRT^ i 
cprrf^m^ mtiywft i 

3 P^-°-d <|i)^ 51 :—i srf^r— 
sftft sf^rfcm ti##t mfite- 
?#sTTS= 5 R»:«"{OT|fRV: I ^TPPrf:—^~ 

spr^rfir sjroefwsrr ^ wfircfrqri#, 
^tfwrfTpT^TT =^T% H <fcf I *T^T ^t^5T:—fVfa- 
a^TCzifr |wj d fa H fa I Pd : I fafafa^ldl dTd - 


(1) T*jo canto xiii. (2) The usual reading is **TCdT ^ 
Jrfor^. (3) T^o xiii. 28. 

• um 






TfenTT^ft litstft fw?«irfaOT: 

<vHM<>*4^r^41f^'I ZT 'd'MHl' Pi^H Z^ZT ZT 

a^'ta: i 5 br f^r^fr^ qrt: zn - fa 4 *3*^144^ i 

w 


^zn^ffm^spT ZT^^T 

fof^zrra^r 

4«H^HlRld^TM«r<T?l x ll^oii 





zrfsres: i 



qr qftror- 


^rf^TJT f^—jrarort smrp^r TOR^rcoRft: 
tftetf' srf^TTf^ I fafti ^pftzrF^T ZTF^: | 

3<ftzr TOKRRpTCTO^zi dfaq^ZT tftjTOPf I ^3*? 
ztfroPTft tftfTOffazTzn'fe fTOqP^^kin i TOwt faro- 
fznrfzRfljHT^Mfii'Mrcrw: I 

it# g^TRTfwr^zr httotsww faqrzr drzfa 
OTzrf?T— 

«n#' ftfflrwi «tp??t wit 5«r. \\\»\\ 

3rcr*r^TTpT otrt^PScttPt hh'I^iOP'I 
^Pd o^*n«J witzr^zr cr irrf-rf q^TPr ^fw^iPd 
fTOTTZT: tfPi4$l'4fa^ sftfacf tf4*4 ZTO dxfat^d ITT^R ^TJZT 
3fpTO*TO*zr ttf^zt 5PTO: 5TmTOd> TO: I 3TCTTOT- 
sjtotW:, =t utmPi^i??: i zr*n 


(1) T^O vi. 40. 



qq*r>qq: 




mri fqfnsq fqfqqsq q qfaf I 
f¥ ^>fwT^rqqfq 5RTT^ft^: 
*j*s*q qT§ qfc^r^R q: 1 lid?II 


3TT q^TTIWq 

qfq qqqfcq i 



fq^Mi q faqq- 


q^q qT^jqqfqqrq srcnqqfqq#— 

3Tq^5[5qf^TT^T I 

H ***& ii w ii 


srfqfq qqqqrqqTwqqq q^qfdqrqq^ 1 ‘A^ik— 
ar^^nq^fe^TTfwqq; I fqrfqqqq- 
^q^tfqqfqqqq^ i tst: srffmqq:, q^>fqq: q+^i^+R- 
HTqpq fqqqt *ftqrt q^q qrrq'ftq*( i q irq WKTWt yrV 
q^qq q°qq i qq TOqmrorw qftnqTfwqcq^ 3p;qq- 
f^Rfq^Tcq ^rrqq^rqsfq qq+W«qWdT q qT^Tq: I 
' *\ F«£d , - 4 i«<*dlM q fq f^Jnl q 4 dcf I sqTfT^q qqr 



qrwfft^cTqq^qrqr^ i 
^qqtqqq: fa^n^rnr 
q# qq qqfq^rq^q 2 iid^n 


3TqTqq^qrfq 5 qrqqt fq^q i qqfq 
fq%f, fqrqfq q<qq>qq jpqTvoi t+ i <«qqqfq 
^sqqqqq 1 qqr qT 


(1) The last two lines of this verse are quoted again below,ii. 84 

(2) f*TTCo iii. 33. (3) 3PT qq<qTfc B. 




3#t *rnr 

di«1 I 

elM | rd<M , \da - c|^yf - 

<m$dw^ H^: 1 u^n 

w+K^nwjJiirr 

di^Pflrfa 2 \um 

5RTT^rfwnT v*&T*rfa— 

W*ft tfWr‘ TT#^ ^T^gTrfif- 

**9*trfiRi£«T# I —^TfaTTOTroTt fa?xmft 

MW ? wf MWftr: sffarr t^eq^pjft <t?tt ^fwcf 

'T^nrt gfar^crprt ^WN^r 5rc?ir ptct, *rrfa 

d^TT ^fSTd*T I 'ffcp^TT—^Tq^'TZTTft' ^'il&^T’RT 

^faf 4 d*TT I dWPTPi:—'d^T 4 dl$Hl 4 ^TiT: 

tffa#5PrffpTT sn^mwt ’pr: *wkl i *nrr 


VPT> SRRffiq’WWtf 
^5PT ^T^TFTm 3 \\ 6 \\ 

m *|TO#hft ?T s*ro^ to# i 

7 T J TT ®n 


.. (1) vi, 53, (2) Already quoted above p. 49. (3) T*jo 
xvi. 50; no. 3289. 








HA 


wfa ^ifa^rafafcafa: fr f^ i qWi - 

qcf ^gTjqrffvT^rq anfWRZRfiFT#— 

gWipR I 

*W??> II ^ II 

t^rfasr ^3 3TTf^T3TTc^ ST^RT# 3rrfrT3rT?*TTfiT*TR *£&r ^T- 
^ I $jRr: ^'j'ir^ZT TR^ft^ ^T 5TT^ 

zRRtocnr i gmfirr ^tctt jt^rtt <3wif*r«r 1 
tf'4ftaJrtftafcpi i *FRr^r*Rfa 
*wftRc% *rfa fwfq- =#<rfa i 

ZR: ar^R^OTPTfR ZT^ anf^T^TTc^f 

*F*nRftc*rtf: i *RT 


vtimmwrit *rf^f *rc*r «n?’ ^r^rrft 

•F^v^fir 2 1 i^vsii 


3R S[f?tf*TWTfe ^T»TT^^<|u|T)tsj^ c q r^Rfq - 
^fW^fcT 1 

?R ^ ^WHlf^TTR ^ 5 WtI< d^ u itaM*MST*r«fF3*T*r- 
^JTT 7R !TfTO ?RT W *RRS*T ^giTt^fir I 7IFTTC- 
%r ?itpft ^sfiretftTfa qi^4&rarc«>: fasrc# 1 

rfr ^^Tft^TSsqwzrr sr%s dmfaqr^F+ilW 
^R RltHMKlcf ^TT5$ o^f^ild I d*N ^ 5RTR: 
Rif^rferw^T mR»^: ?^ktt 3Riftk^^Hi’-^ft'HMi <h ^HiRr- 


( 1 ) Vi. 72 . ( 2 ) ^^cT 44 . 




5Rftfow?5cri srfaqro i ato ^ 




■*« 1 w*> l ^WRTc^oiJ kf {«t» ^ 5l«5kd «TW*RTT ^TOTlkT I 
*cT «FTo# *TOTOJW^ZkTOfiT^ZT^znfatft*I# I 

'PT ifedcMcffTO# «T^3 ««'ilrti^ T, <l^l*- lJ k'rtT^ , o^fHc^- 
NTfaclMdlfd— 


5T^TO# ^TO 
^Fc^fef *TjT 


TOlfd ^TT^q^T^T^TTg 1 11441 • 

d?ro ^«*rA><4to ^Tzr’zrf^zTf^rtftzT# ? #*r sta:, wh \<- 
T^^TTO ^^8n^W*fT«|S?f«4I^Wfdf<*W^dlfercZT- 
TO ST«T# STdtoTOfZT, ^T^pT: ^ dfl qsTO ^TOT- 

to*to I *rpro?*TOiTO tfta skt st^to# 

TO# I TO TOtffamTO^^TOTOfrofa «TTOm? 

5*nfezT# I Mcflq^i# JJf: ^HoZNTTO'- 
tot#ztt^to>tot afro# i to ^rfadldi frofa 
#hrTO d $HflPftfVdI-ii TT^+HlH^ TO?IdW^f#, ?5TW 

^ <dWI^idV 


k„ --- 



^ <J*S*IK**T ^TOTRfWTZT fefasr ftQTqfft— 

f^jo^ II w II 


(1) wRlkiH i. 4. 




3T*%TT fa'TijfFT JTiKHfu^q^ ll^ll 

«RI'ClRlO«l^3m ll^ll 

^H5.llMI fd W'J MF WF'TrR STTTC^ II^VSII 
F^’T'jft'l'I'^T'l STFJ *PT I 

^drf^f^nnii 'Tttjt 'finrft nfat ii^ii 
* n»^ jffimte^un^r «t?t^: n ^n 

R'ft ? T r (R?IT m 'TI5in«FT I 

^T^rai^fawtf ^rf^; n tfou 

?ni?: qw i y ft ^f m ^writ i 
%Frft wfftsf n»?n 

fafasft ^ sftfatpRt 1 i 

TfFT$Tft FFTF<T: FT 'KFTftmift'TT lltf^ll 

HteftjsNft pRlTOpft F?n: I 
T3fWT^T TJFfRT F^tT*TT: lltf^ll 


(1) Jayaratha (p. 8) quotes this line in connexion with 
his exposition of the ?#F?#fenirts views. 






V 

fqf^rrfwq’: q^rr: —srfrfsfirc:, *T^Tfil5:#T 

I fir ^|5TT, f^7?TqT^?T: s^q^iT: 

WT: STZTTcTr:, cRTspfir ^5^^ ^foq4: I WT-^- 

vrmA grerat *rfiw: i f^rfefwwk 

iprtarr: ^fireqNnn: i ^mfwjr:—^fir- 
srKT*nwrq- *nr><q'iHTHtfiRq i^st i«r q’^rrsfir sRdqMHt 
^ M d I *T OTIWRr I ^TRTR^q' <ttY itl *\ l ^ <4 

3 ^: qrsTftrq; firqftr TOT^srirfq' ^cf i d’^qrfcq' ifac# 
cresrfiq'dTdt *r fa^rsftfe: qfdrraY i qYfqr *r ttht :—m 
qfiq^r : ?^w^r#firfr 

^firfdfqf^fir: sWte W<qMq fTflTS^ **?W i 
—qfinrra^Ttqq i srfYqrqT: qrfasra vqTql?«<a i- 
SKK I cT^q^ qiTTPT:—W ^5T^?rPfrtOT>T^ ^tW: 
Frnrrffiqr: qYsfr wm: 'rftsq^j qfe?q# i 

TO 


qYszf mfcT wtcrft q-^r <re ^firqrer^fr 


m i 
TOTTOrqYTsTq^TO^ 

^cTOT 1 11^5.11 



mrt t toto: i s raWqn- 
q<r^?'d <^qd qq«KK«imq f^f^qrf^rfid^r^fi^%cr^- 
STO^TqfYTOqTfreroa; ^qqTroqfireTOfq'q' qrfqcrq; i 
ST^FT qfd’qiqqidcdN T*-a al Ri '-M f•Ccdofi q<Mi 
toqotJs^i': ^I'tqa TOq, qT^TOT tfqwqM^iq'iMqTqHla I 


( 1 ) no 1032 (vn«TWT»T 3 €^T^T). 





MTdV^d I 


fWT WOT —3T^7RTOJnR I ^ 

yfwHMT fsn^qfcr, 3T^re*r fawr 

?qTW^TRIT f^rWFTOT 3^^: *RT: I ^HT— 


f^OTf^zmr Ewfa^T: i ^rr 


JTTferc^^r: TT: MTff 
qczicTI «f 51 H>M+1 OfcLil R ^ ^o^TTTOt- 
TTRSfts^ Wttfk fW ^TT^TW ^FRTt: 1 ll£o|| 

MSmfrtTT Mal^HHdTTT -^dRl fa~4T^ 
cPnfsrefa'tfRid: ^ faftrefc *i d h'Ih ^ l '<$ : I cRcTT^^t- 


(1) Quoted anonymously in <FT«t5PFT5T x, p. 671=^4<M 
on (ii. 249)=Hemacandra (comm.), p. 28 (anon) = 

Ruyyaka p. 113. (2) oSRfWh B. ( 3 ) B. 








fRT^Tf^<?TOq;q*% cfr^Wf^TOTTfk#^ 2 ||^N 

-qrq^sq^TO I TO ^ 

f% dl^ddOPw T^Rtfip’WT 'T^T 

f% ^fwr ^TO^TTifer: 11 
^JTTSt^f^rrTO ?W^TTOTf^f*^: 
f% ^^qq^qfeTTO TOq *J^tFrT: 3 115.^11 

are WF^ST'TI q>R 4 ^T^ZTTcTOT^: d*q ^tqT- 

-cKifd^iqVi iTOqWrosT %TOT^rrfero^% i fw 
gqfcr^<n h d sqq i 


3^q^xf cj>l<+—^cdcqifq I yr^qrrr I q^ qfFT7T?TOt- 
^rf^TOlTOcTO ^TRTRTq^jqTq - nR^^qd 

^TR^qd- I qrqq—TO^QT:, qr^llf^Fq: I qft|5T:— 

^^5^ : 1 f% 

fro—TOTOrlw^^ra' qqfaqtqg: ^qqq rad^FdOr^d 
fTOq I TOq qr^q# ^TOqr^TOf^fTOT qr^qq I 
q^Rqqqf ^RR qreqqq-qqq: ^q^ffalfciqRr:?q fq^TqTTf^d’- 
qRq^qFcfq'd'Hw+Rq^Toft’q qqrr^qq ?ftcqt 1 qfeqq 
dTcqqd—d<?*Vi {Hf$+tq qqrFqqt 6 sq vti^r, cFqicq^d^- 
feqqq^: ^qsfFd 1 Fa 1 'd ^1 d d 1 q qqrreqq 7 1 qqr 


( 1 ) ofTcrrB. ( 2 ) oHRiF^'Frqrfe^q^ B. 86= 

fqifqqrq^ no. 1017. (3) gqTFqmq^ 1471 (?Rt:)=anony- 
mous in Ruyyaka p. 43. (4) owfrcpffcrr B. (5) The whole 
passage from qfroq^on p. 43, line 1, up to this word (inclu¬ 
sive) is dropped entirely in A. The above text is given by B 
alone. (6) fTT^ft A. (7) smstiB. 



smWq: 


qrcffqqqq'ter q: 

'bRqd qTFqdRd^d c^^Tcf T qqq^qTT: q>iqq I 
qq qq^J 1 <I«iHkm 4 2 f^FpTFW 
^q^T<^wjfts^gferr qrcmpRrq: us .^11 

mm h <<qq qqTfqq fq%r 3 ™n^ 

" 3 nq-: sqqrWq ^nq qqfqq qrcqfq” ^q^TOi>qifqq-qT- 
I dm q T^TcT g-Rl^sfq- ^TTfq- Tqtq- 
^qfq 4 qq ^rafw) zjwrcqrqfezrq 1 ?m 
^r^TTW^WTT 5 T?q^ twm I qqqqr qq ^fq^ST 

q<q 5 5 rqqTq<* 5 rqqi qfe *Fqtq qq^qqwq I qFTRq^wfq- 
•qFIT5iqqqT 6 +<lfq^dMrqT 't'lH^H qr q^l°qd I d<d£qq- 
qfq dlWM^rq—dFT^qK^^^sqqfen- qTqiW'iqq: 
[qfq] 1 qqr q 

q^qq: srfq^fiqqrqT^qq: sj^qqr qlqT q*q : 7 iisyii 
wfq 1 qqr q 

qnfq q 8 gazHTlf^T qq^qfqqqTWrrfq 9 ll^ll 
^fq I qq qr^TTqTqqT: FT, f% qT*q qPT ^q^PTqwqq- 


iqqr^rqqqfet sjifrqq 11 1 qq^q sqT^^fqqqTqrqq- 
snjqtqt qwr fqqT^qq 1 qq q qwrqtqt ^qqsrqTqqr trq 
^qqq fqq^qq qq fq> qq'tqqqqqrfq^kT^Rq ? q?qqqq, 
fecqqqq fqfqq^q qfq^q qiq qq^feF^rqTfqqqqtfq- 











fafFFFF wfrf —zretfftzrrfe i ^r ^3 


FT**W d) R d Tr^ d>Prrffef tf turf? FF FfCTTO 



am ^tT0T3t snrof fwsr ^ ^^r^narr 1 
FTFT OTTTOTwsr^ft f^ 3 T W ^ 1 2 3 * 115.^11 


*ftt ft 


dHdlFT: I 
: F F 3TfFT FFTT 
fttff FTfr iisasi 



Ffaffatf^-TO’dddTF ^Tsqpr:, =T 3 ^•Oro^l I fo FFF- 
favjfoFfF | iTcrs^ ^fuiMf^zf ^WR FFFdffir 
^R^?3^fr?r^ 1 


3?rf#f^H^ MWFcRF 5^TzrRr—FFFFFcFrfe 6 I *PT 
FfTFF^FFTFF^FT WI *FT FFFF T^TFFRTF 3 FFFF 
OTTFcRFF FF*IF I WT—FFTSfa I 
^Rra - I W—Ff^c^OTfrFT F^FF#:, FfaFTF^TFlfF- 
FFc^F Fc +^: 7 I Ff^F* TOFIFTF FT 3 ^ : FTflTFFFfFF 
frFfa FfFFfFF^lfTWFFT MFFtF^fF: I FFT 


(1) Omitted in A. (2) 969=3F«l!FFrcT p. 630 

(anon)=Ruyyaka p. 67 (anon). The ^FTT would be— 

3FFF «e*ic4H'4q F ? FlfT daH^NT I 
^TTFr FTRFFSFTT# ^F<T F F FFfd II 

(3) fazfa for^ftinB. (4) T*FTt for ^TFtin B. (5) 

+|oUSW15T p. 76 (anon). (6) A. (7) FFF® lost in A. 



sjqiftTO: 


cTPT: Pd ^fWVst' 3 P| 4 4 ^T 1 

to 2 |:tott to ere *rct ^ssTTOff ^ m* i 
^Fts«r?5^T^FFT 'siyiwq^q i*-^^hm'1^iK'1 : 

TFT^fcr * TOfW^ 1 TOTT: TOTTT: 5 115^11 


^^tt 3T 

feT% TT ^%CTO f^TTOf^T W: 
?firj grorot ^ ittoto w: i 

^TSTpRTOT *TOt ^ Id I cHTtf^T fa 311 ^ 
wfef^JTTTRT^ M+TCMfd 6 FTO 115.5.11 


ara ^i^iP^dr-mPi *nft: ^nrfTOVfayftrcra srWfai 4fai4- 

fRjfTOT^ 7 5TT^ TTOTTO^ftfecf 8 TO^qTOTOT 9 - 
?T 


5TOTOTO^tdtRf dTTO*T I TOPTOJ^STOfr W- 

f^FTOT TOfrTO'fa r fT c ^M PWfa: Tq-^q-pf I 

3^^TOFTfro^l^sfq- cTT^T qqfddqP^TFTlTnT d [dfqftTd'jjT- 
to <fa f^w^Frfrrcr <°i skffact i ^ff^TTr^r^rr^fW 
TOfsrTOt TOpTOfa *rf£ i ^ ^ 

^qf^qqP<+ <qPdflqidqro to: T^rofa q vr>i5H^Vq- 
#fo qfdWq I TOTTO—TO5T 5f^^%#sfq- TCtWR- 
r^ZTTO MTOc^fta I TOWP-T f^fcrfV%R^- 
f^TRFT^TTnr^ dfadfirfetfa^'^i'i frotq Ph fai d- 

?to: TO^pTOifa wtoto* rana to ^toPh 4^n q 


(1) Jjft^Ttso lost in A. (2) TTc^f A. (3) o<FT?ffcq; A. (4) 
JT ^ lost in A. (5) no. 948 (’.WWfe'R-i). 

(6) 5WT5R5 B. (7) oTOfaT>FR B. (8) o^cq T fe?f A. 
(9) osrTOmq^TORo A. 


***** ^^rT^Tq- mi^ 1 ^- 



f*f**** McKITFcRq>q^qf^—5Rft**Htfe*Tft I *^T 
*rfc** S*t**T*cn W*THdT *TT5*T*** 1J****T fagfa*** 
3Tc^T: ^#^TT^^?T 3 f%*S*T# I ^TZTT TOTT 1 —*T5*- 
*T**>ffawTT ^TSOT^rfqxryqrrf 5 1 s^faf^rar* 0 crafaf***- 
«nT77trc* ^***^*Tf*°*fW: I ST^T- 

**>WcMI * ‘STcft**!*^**^ 

cTR^crwFTOzrr^T^R g^rct *nj*tcZT# i 3R*nfm- 
^igiuig* * * sWfonf i w *r 

cffK^ 8 ^.for srF^rrwT *ro **t*r f^r^f 
fegraT * ^g**f% wtt ftrmvrzq vfm i 
** q 'I K *f g T t f*q**^g*to*™Rf*Tfofr 
^3T?rr ^Tfa 9 ** jezrfcf 10 n?ooii 

ITW^? *d*T*T*T:—f¥ *f?TT—^^ n f^Tr^>$TTWT>sfq- 
Mftff^t 12 Tt Mf<<rt*RKliqqaifci *F5*- 



(1) oJffi A. (2) sfa'Tsnt for sn^ in A. (3) o^rrefa- 
*fgsft A. (4) Zxm A. (5) omitted in A. (6) omitted in 
B. (7) OTfaifa* B. (8) lost in A. (9) ^T?TT q7Tfa 

lost in A. (10) **taf*mo 275 (^UPfitf:) =^pRRforf^r ii. 
141 (^ft?f:)=^1^14^1 p 47 (introd.). (11) qr *T®T lost 
in A. (12) ofof lost in A. 



sr«r«ft^: 


^rfeRnm 1 qqtq# i ^q+TOiTfMrvq- 

*q i+1 <ui d i srMrer# i 

fcrf^r^^ ^Tpgrur MfaMK*rfr—*zniTq i ^ 

VTTTOT WTTq: *qqf<W«?: OT^ 2 #^TT- 
MrR: q^mffrt Mrsq# fqq^qq | #|5r:—VM# wfMr 
tf^^uftq^'^T:, gqq^rfw #q*fc#*iVdfafi: I 

q^qiMq I ^Tf^nT 


^^iTT^fTraT^TT 

^T^TT^R-ir « 

3TF5>fZT# f^RNZFcffr^ W^JTT- 


3^ 'T 

>3 > 


qxMV- 

mzTc^^T 1 1 mr\$ 5 5 —^Ridi^firAtfj^qqq 6 Mrfq 
qnrqtqqMqM%%: I 


-fqFqVt | 

fqfWt qM 7 qq qftqq ^Pw4f^^ 3T?RTnfqf^nTTq’> 
sftMnq# Vtfqqqqrqrfq i tMqrqq MV# 'MW-5T=q: 8 
qqV# i ^TFTTxRq' q^q ^TMpt i fV qffV^q qr#?qT^— 
m fulfil q*qpq: m qnMforqiMrr i q*qpq: *q^qr- 
qqqVq m qrF<j»tf+4>iRmtPw: qf<*M»<fd >tr# i qqj- 


(1) SR^Mfor^Min A.(2) tfWTfRT A. (3) anf omitted in A. 
In B, the last two lines of the verse are missing. After reading 
the first-half of the verse, it goes on qqqnf. (4) osn^qq 
A. (5)qA. (6) foRTT^o A. (7) faMr: q^n: A. (3) fafq#sfq 
A. 



iTR-'qt 


qqr^qzq irqqq qHHl'Hd ^T^t 
Hid I qq i u i i fW'<jq *qRqTqq.gHd : 1 ll^o^ir 

^ tfa^r ^^rnfiTH-M^TfrziT: 2 q^q*nqcqjj?WTqT: i 
^cf oTOqTzr : ^tr sm^e— 

*n^‘ wm i 
^TfW q’eq^wfqsq M^W=5^Tlf^T^ lltttfll 

3 mftqq *TOJ*' qqrcq*qfc? qf^qWT^ q^FTT qsqq 
qmqr$5nqt 4 faq$qq i qr q ^ $1 fq?qqq^tqqqrq qq- 
a^rq^jw^qi qrfq qfaqqqVqq^r^rdt q^fq 1 qqr 

f^qr^zTdTt: ^q^ s ^q?q fl II^O^II 
rrq qnjqqfqqrq 7 srcnqqfaq#— 

«wrowapirfrs qfas;: tfWfr 1 
fVfafa: rft: iiwi 

awronqt ^mm^f^rr^r 8 qqrqt ? qra> fqq^q: qrfa- 
qcqfq fqqf^rrq q: qfe reqiq: tfwrfani; fqfemqq 
q^iqifqqpft ^q: f%fer fqrq^qrqqW : 9 ^WxfrqqqT 
sqqf^qq: qrqt ^?qq MNyq" ^-qq I q^qqVqqfqq^qqcqRT I 
qqrfqq^q^rq: qqmqqt eff^r-'sffan'-srsqq fqqqq^qq 10 1 


(i) qTSRRTqq vii. 66 (p. 203). (2) qsqRSRSRo A. (3) t?TCr 
lost in A. (4) ^5TRT lost in A. (5) otIMpt lost in A. (6) See 
above p. 60. (7) onfwo lost in A. (8) otRf^o lost in A. (9) 
ocT f^q-qi® lost in A. (10) <r^ i. 80 ; qpR iii. i. 5. 


sr«pfrfcr: 




SRIT^TW 



3TCT^<TaTW: fcdfadqwn^frpT: 

F^T^TTOrFFT. II 

OF'q <itd'<«*hfV(5^ wft 1 
wfoffcrr: 2 tprc^Q'^a&Jf: 11? ovii 

srcrr^ qqTRFTOr sns7irRr<— 

wT^m^: sr: mil 

fafa* wroi TOr^TTOrfanj wrf^ ^- 

«fi«Nf*TKifar f-r^^'d 3 1 qwpf—q^T- 

5ft^ q*^[, TOT’Tf'^RTFftczrq: 4 I qrtscz^#: 5RTR^qT- 

TT: ^T: cFv^TZTTSTqTR: I TT*TT 


JTFTF^XRRt: fl ll*o^|| 

WKFfwq ?5T^T SJSTqfcT— 

^WTlRflRRM: q$ qtfJ: 7 i • 

^f: ||^\9|| 

3FTTf^r#crr^: q^fwqfaft-otT# qftqW srr^ORr i 
q>f^T: —h^m wqfar sft^: *ft<1': I 3F^^ 8 $t^T: — 

^^R nrT N r:, arsprPRnrf: 9 3 rtt $qt 

^rf^T ^ftorffT £: I | otWr: X 0 $#: i 

(1) RTO B. (2) TWfRTT:. B. (3) omitted in B. 
(4) TORT fjqTfwi: A. (5) 3HT A. (6) See above p. 59. 
(7) sftw: A. (8) 3Fq«TT A. (9) ofa^Vtf: A. (10) tftfor only 




\c <^r<M3frfocPT 

arfaf^FF ff^f: i FfeFF ftfiff— g;#R^wt 
ftctjf fa^FTFFFFi fd dt 2 Ft*TF i fft 

FFlFWFFTffffar ?FFF£ tfterTOFWWtfT: 

W: f^nfjf f^ift ^Tcqn^rat I 

f?+KT: m u iP^if'd fdMffrd F 3 ll^o^ll 


fft ft 


l^d'H'-cjnMMt^ra^^ v55 ym'l'<<R' P*3T- 

5TFcT ^SFF I 


#f c^FT^rm ^pF^ 8 q^r?r+H?fan: 7 ii?ouii 


fft ft 


f?FTFT fa’FF'J 8 ^fF 11 ? o C II 

t*F FTF^FFfFFTFlfFFTcFFfFFtFF— 

FTf^fa-qg?^;« 

^TTfFFT?** *T%Tft FcTF sftfefaftiFJ} llvrcll 

amfFTF a<ifH^ric4 F^TfdVftw-owiq drc^^'^^rf^T 
faFI FKFF FF sftfefFfFF F*FF 10 - 

FFftWFFTfeF F^FF^TfT f^FT3^Rj FFFtcFF: 11 I FFT 
3rfFF»TF*5FFT Fif^TFSFTF^tFr- 


(1) fFFtd A. (2) °*RF sqfaftsFFT A. (3) ^jR^Rc no. 
450 (anon). See above p. 32. (4) lost in A. (5) o?rei*jgHr 
B. (6) o^PT% FTF° B. (7) Fjfad^uifjpr it 376 (9FiRW) = 
^r^lFVRT p. 269 (anon). (8) See above p. 44. A omits Pr^;. 
(9) FTFFF lost in A. (10) for A. (11) >?zr?ft lost in 
A. (12) F ftfiMd A. 


spTiTlcito: 


ww <h fa+^tfqTTsqrfaqqrtT 1 ii?o$.i 


tr^ ^Kfdf^lW ^TRT 


tfTT- 


^ ^ftT *>53*nj I 


snf^^rcdM^TTT: j^rflfddr yrr: i 
^ffd^r^IqlPd ^TTfFT 2 ^: II??oil 


??zFcR^>^: 3 I 

^ faf«mfw*r ^^r^q'OTd 4 — 

tfrotf h>$to g to toWst i 
^ifi^^ihn^Rmi^ft i mu 
TOJ'rffTO'TORt ffanfaTO TTOTT^ I 
TO TOfa J^llRl 'PV^tSi^lftfiTtidl^ IIVII 
tmffs# t^tnrt to TOWftrofyr. i 
WTO TO TO^ TOfjfTOPTO HH?II 
TOTTNfw: %fTOTOTtf^TO^% I 
f«Rproqwrft 4 l «TO TO TOW - 6 IITOI 

JT^nrt 'TFT »n»innf^rpftsHV qarr: i ^5 t: 
— •TRTfVm Mpd^rai qqf ^ ddWiw«ri 8 sgprn:- 

Mwr^qiTsq^Rt 7 *r<?TTHT I 


(1) ofad^ lost in A. Quoted in ^rsqsnrm p. 342. (2) ocTI^ 
A. (3) Omitted in B. (4) oirfrtfta% A. (5) This ^TpCfT is 
omitted here in B, but given later. (6) omitted in A. 
(7) o?«TifipFRt for oozrerfcjTTin A. . 




^0 




szf^fd^d, ?T ^^dlWcdd I ^ tP^T tfl^Hra' 

^TTT^r tf#J|di JT# d%R f?TTO 5TO Rft 5T>*t I 
—^i^i^firdRi^ilM, qil*rci«jwlViti , *i«ft *T: 2 
SffrlTfaTO: ^Ry<d4*dd « *T d cR>R I 

3 ro7c4ffc i znr ^ R^Tf^'WRr ^ r^4s^fror- 

^TO^^TTlrofTO tot- 

m: l 



^'TOTTOfTTOfa I d^T TOTO TO— 

*TT*Tf% TO ^%FTORreRTT: I 
^t^lddT: ^^r£7T WWI 

f^w*<Tfe^ *t^f>tto 3 iuuii 

WTTO TO 


d£TOffe>TTO 4 STOfe II?^11 
TO 



*t> t <i «£«fV54c*ll ^ <d«ld 5 H??^M 


3nfTOcTO TO 


3TT?TO 5TO: *n3TOTTOt: 

• forfar to ?totktot: i 


(1) Omitted in A. (2) TO^ton B. (3) qT?dlfed?WT, 55. 
(4) See above p. 13. (5) dTTflTOTR (Berlin MS iii. 76 b). 








^ *«I*r s^TT^qrqr dWtas^fir—ST^fd 1 I anrrfcrR; 

yKHiw^iwr wqifr i ^fttct 2 

3R>qfw: W^d*^rofoT: 3 I ^tfjf ^fWT—ST^T- 
^■5zn^3T$ ^Tf^rftftw^T^T^ I WiT—fcR*WW- 
fWt ^pr^T snrF^rr+^+c^ ^rnr^rr w*u i Tftsfa stt^tt- 

tf^5JTT3^H7 XT? | 

3T5T WkTfWfH - 1 qPcf*T^^T^ r WTf^, ^T- 

^^Tqrtf^zr TTfW: I STTtfT^few^R 

5?r: faro i ^t—^ dTO 6 ™n^Mrcq?TdfaT t%- 
qr43f% 5 *r 8 ?rdfad m qiTozrffd Tnr^fer 1 w 
^qWT’TTt'qfw 9 T3W fWTFftW I trq ^^I^n'- 
gwfr 10 qrffe?reTrt#^T^rt w^rfa i w 

I i^T ^ ^4- 

=qfr# u srrwr f^TF^ 12 , ^^jfe™- 

fa <fVd^ jpd^tj qfr^q^r i dot id 

TTg^T: TT^WT^W 13 I tpf JfPTfad'WST’T fe- 

TOT ^f?TW I * 5 ^: MT wd^teOTTRFTi 

wfwfa w i w wri tptw- 

SPTdT I *T*TT ^ ^rf^TW d’qT cT^FFTOWT- 

qrn: itct jrfwrfenr i 


(I) B here inserts qqfm 52, (2) q*RT?r A. (3) omitted in A. 
(4) o^FTT lost in A. (5) A. (6) qf'TFcT B. 

( 7 ) oijnar lost in A. (8) for tf^TJ in B. (9) qpRTSffft 
tfqfodB. (10) o^irfo lost in A. (II) A. (12) PT 

and fa lost in A. (13) S»T° for flqqo in A. 






5RTO TOfrcR TOTO^T 

?3NT3CT <ffafli I 

wi «Rt)f^j|NiMR«r)A(i^ iwii 


cT^Vf^?^ HTH' ^pr: I —3U^?r*T ^r c P*r ; T 1 ^cPTr^rZT 

TOTOT^r^c^ I srqrR'nfcT 

sr^sTdro^’TOT i #j?r^— 

^^STOTOTrfWH sftfacr TOTmf VW cRT^>^ I 
fa^rrf^zmrt faf*BftPTT*$fir i to 


+ <d*+rrtdra^l^>: 



I 


vrx wmjfu s*n»ro: 8 iimi‘ 


to «n 

^rPTfc 3^-awr TOfror- 
fdd'^rq <fadVsJ^^TOTO^ i 
tJ#T^ +f<W 

iimu 

TO- ^ 


t TOTT^T 3~gW?T fTO^TR 

*ft*br TOfvfezf *w<r2: I 


(1) $J*£r A. (2) qftqtf omitted in A. (3) e r mTO TTO 
Berlin MS iv. 84b. The word mm*: repeated in B. 
(4) qftfaft A. 






'M 

vtsfirerc: 1 ii?$vsii 

are ^>^wfT 2 ^TO^^ s^ppTftsfta:, w& ^ 

3ftfacM*<3cT sST^TTFROT — 

^ ^ ; tt} *Wl$(\ *K ^hTTftmpRT l 

arr^r^ wiw iih«ii 


*w aro^rfwg: smrgsr? ?^rfc- 

* c F$ ? r cTT^qrrftT^t sfanfd^flfzRT 
3lT^5Kr# tfftriRT 4 {nFaftfawnNffazFT I qq\ 


^O^riq* *1 <*£ fa t 6’HPTTfF ^MsTfiFTTforfi: I 
BTRWnftMWMWW^Rr: UW6W 


m 5F5T^7RT3TT cTerrf^ ^ T U ^ Nfa ’Fg ^f^TT 

*^?r*fcre**T^r<T$H 1 <«i t <*+ < 01^ q ^cXRftq^nf^r 

3T5T 7 ?^R7#JT ^ TT^rcfa'n*: tfpwrot l 

snrrgfar i 


f^rftFFT^cTTO ftr^JT^ 8 - 


<H'«f>dl TF *1H 9 11 \\ 5.11 


(1) Quoted anonymously in *>T8*nftaT?Tr p. 88=: 
p. 65=Hemacandra, p. 15. (2) gvfcrg^ B. (3) afteraffa- 
tTR^ lost in A. (4) B. (5) V{o v. 15. (6) Omitted 

in A. (7) Omitted in B. (8) o^T lost in A. (9) cRRs**^* 
A. pRRTo viii. 6. 



snr 1 RUT 1 <r^3TOftnfTO*KTFT- 

ON* o O ° 

i wr zn 

^rrtai f^rr fasrafi fre Tqf| stefr i 

W tR% goffer q- % trfos 3^ T ffa 3 11 ^ o 11 


3^ ^qnf^nn^^nqT: 


^tW^FT^TW 6 - 


?l»B v BWl tfPT 5«T: IhMI 

zt^t 

Hsrf^nft srfcnTT srfe: ^tt^tfrtztt 5? r=r- 

^zrfif ^zr ^rf: ^TTfWTRT *ft rpr; tf 

^fhrpirfjT^szr# 11 


d' B ‘ e t 'T 8 S’^PTRT^^nTTWT^ZTJT, f^F^ ^rfsf^cRTZT^cf- 



HTHTc*RR I 

$I3f Wif4tl*< v |lH$ll 

mwTfvf&FZWTTZ ^rt^ftqTtzRRPT? shfirw^Rn- 
^r^5T 3TZfT: Mf<*4'<r<: *h>Pwc 4 ^T ^TCl^T I 


(1) o?TT^rlost in A. (2)fTfrrV omitted in B. (3) This verse 
is o.bscure in sense. B reads srrat® for f?pfto ; while in A the 
last line reads v ^TfcT ^r ^...ssWyJTW tf?T. (4) «rr?s A. 
(5) B omits tTfafte 1 (6) o*Tfttffa% A. (7) 34T^rfor gfa in A. 
(8) Omitted in A. (9) A reads oq^r for otfi<n?T ; B omits 
^R?rT before trnrtft. 




OTHMfcT 


IRtiH;«^EILUL|L|L|l||L.nL|L.UillLii^^M I' I II II IN llll 



mz-Qim fwf sicRrzrfir— 

*TFi 3 i 

wiwii toI iihvsii 


(1) Omitted in A. (2) otfwrcfaA, (3) fornd in A. 
(4)Quoted by Hemacandra p. 302. B reads (5) dFIT: 

A. (6) ocilwr^Vwm^ A. (7) tr^-for are in A. (8)Omitted 
in B. (9) srf^PTd A. (10) 4>[rifowrqtfrw A. (11) *T?T for 
*|5r in A. (12) A. 









*[«i facfl M +tl ^qifWFT^ ^weTtfqal TOTf^T- 

^ lc T?^I^M^Hi W^fn 2 sqTOc^JT 3^# 

i —fts*fr 5^Trcfcrf^nT^zT- 

i <pt t^fzt ^rr^f^rczf ^gfa'srfefwt w: i 
^^TT^qr^raTT 5nprt ,J T ^wr^rr: TC <4*^ 3 I 

sfVfli PWR 4 ^! fack^l'i ^ZTT^^U^e, <^TrT- 

fer^T^Tfc^Tf^: I *T«rr T^TCT 


«fofa *mr. ^fwr^RfcT 6 ii^ii 

3 TT '##fa E FPTT: 

^fecfT^a’^r’ fj-^a Wl^flVn < j i ^Rfwrf ^Tc^cT 7 - 

i ^q-^qrfa 

T^^5T5T^fa<T^^OT^ 5T^W I WT —T^5T 3^ 3 

*pt: fT^TT^rf^rTfS^r^ i 

SFPTteiT *F*pT^TTfa ^ 

TIT: *<T$kaT VZl*ft: 10 II^^IM 

r, TT^q^wTO^P^q^T^^ra; i 


(1) y^«ncf>^rrr^ omitted in A. (2) ^r© lost in A. 
(3) A. (4) gfare q . A. (5) ar^p lost in A. (6) 

T^Txiii. 59 (7) TRK[ for =5 in A, (8) Omitted in A. (9) 5m 
B. (10) T^ii. 49. 



snrn>»fcr: 


TTJT: f^^T5T: r Tf<<^T 1 '14^-1 

srf^TRF^ i Martn <xdd 


5TFTT: 


^ =* mvFgwl ^f^ 2 * - 

f^|U|ri|(;rq M ^f^q»flri|*i I 

?*rr cr^*TT 

5 STfpT ii^vii 

W*THTt w cTc5r%^fgsjrr^ft'Er^T *rfe ^Tf^nr^r ^r- 

i twt ^ jTTr^nr# 
dK<t>K°*TF*I f^ftf^ft^T^RR 


t 5rf%^nr 1 
fddf^f^fa 5 q*n*wrf 

<T^3 ll^ll 

^?rf^JTT^i^T^ f^r^^qrf ^m c^ m fd r<^d <• tFi d’TTf^rrftr- 

^^^^7^Tr5rEft?r i rr ; T r r , ftf^? i RT^1% 1 

* q^TK^q-l T»T I sW*T*rfr 



Si CIL l£ a LVJ £ i£J ii I 


C M 0 4^ jflf'ld^- 


(1) 'JpW B. (2) smts^TOt J^rf: B. (3) ii. 54. (4) <T fr- 

■<STDRef4lto A. (5) faafcreto A. (6) f*TTT iii. 7. (7) oJjfecT 

A. (8) WJfta for in A. 




itftW : 

^ $rofa w nm: i 

WfasKi[Tft mwfa* ^TTg^T 
<rfWL*fcft H HI$ Tfmmi IlH^II 


wrfat g^iu^iicfftfd^ #rft- *r$i*pfeff*ifci, ?r srf# : 3 , 

5rr c cT5ZFT^i'F: ht^W ^i^rw-'irra^ ^f 

Tfolfad*? I WZ HPm^rqfT ^STFZTSffefe W: 4 
^Wtrnj ^W^TRT SRfrfd ^TRIT: I ^ff ^STOcrf^- 
'HWfadM $5T W^Pd *Tf*f&qf^i «<f«t^K^P: 

T#i ?r 5 ^ftsPr 3^^^: gw sfftw $?2TT 
W i *tpt- 

#Tfe^-W-5npW: 5T®3T: °?TT^qT: I 


^'(HM^ 8 j r d+F^d 7 'fiio^i'-’^K 
5PW I 


(1) A reads qR+'Wlo for gsfosRM^Tfllo. (2) t7fwf% A. 
(3) °^r * ST° lost in A. (4) This word is lost in A. {5) Lost 
in A. (6) Omitted in B. (7) o^r^o in A. 





f«rer^$r°T 

«Wff ^’’ W* (SI*) WWf™ 
erWT^JPft: 5T^T*fT: tTT%^ ****** ^ fWTOiPr 
M^ft i ^orf^irra’^ 5 ^^^ fa^" 

^HU|i^4^cl- 

tr-tf 5 I =rfd ^®if 3®WFn : 5P : 3^ : 1 
^RqFtTCrf^iT star ^(VhiwiNkH II? 

sq^spm^:, cWT srfes^l I t=T €T 
f^tim^T 5 JT 3 ^Tf^JIT^rf^ 5 ftT: Wt: 

wt ^rar 1 * T** ** ^ 
?: ^^^>^^3^ : 3^ E, ^^ ITirT: ! T; 1 ^ OT ’ 
—?g?7Ffra: I *SR«T RflWcR w ^ 1 

3 trtf *T. STOTT 1 8W #^TT» 5 ^ : 5 ^^- 

frTTO,TOTtT>TTOPS#TOct=T 1 ST*TTcTO 3 ^- 

jjstHTRT «^, ST 3 S* : ^ ^ 

fspraRi^nf to 

fafHtfTOWig'T: Tf|sCT>rf' ftro 
fanreft T# fTOTOJT: ^ ' T ^ : 1 

sfcsTTOTcITOT STTO TO fTOTTTOT 
qffeefcf ^Mtor: PK^K TTTgTTOg: W II? 11 

(1) 3TOt for in A, which omits the next two or 

three lines (from TO so TTTOTt). ( 2 ) ^ A - 






. cfTRWIT^- 

^*41 il^^ai^'H <^clT^cn^Tfe‘ e R 1 ?T?JT ST^: I 

^r^n^fl H Pd^Tl H<d <crr^wfcrrl% 2 ?T*fhn; 11^11 


qnferqWH: ¥T*rf f5frFR3t-^-:n?q: l 

fam ’cri^pn:' n =? 

sq?mT ^Tf^zmr^n fw M^r: smtrofo '^-?rot- 
^rifRWtr: i £ sr^nu wr^—^F^Tfro 

mf: i mf: 4 ^T^ft ^Tfer^#: 5 ^Trfefa- 

zTft wWt ^ cRfadT:, yr: yren^HMi:—3 t?pt: i 

ct-^-tt^: ^nr-^rn:-?Rrr?:- 5 r^^Tt ferorr fes^ftcrr 
ftfrr: ?r^r:, 3*: yri^roraT:—fofte: 1 
fWT5^ sq^^T^rr V t^ST^fcTfvr:® *FFRTT: JST: 

g^eWRT:—^frq’: I ?W'd'<r: q’ftft'r^ZT^%TT 
^4q w fi rg5Fsr: 7 I # ^ I 

STCcpf ^<4 rFT q<U<c^fwn^5T sfaRT * # 

I M^fllfewtf*Tc3FT f^feT^TOT- 
5THTT# 9 a l«^?l M «M^^TSTRTffl' I 3FT 5M*tw*#>K"tal^ u l 


(1) ocTWcnsserro A ; o^m^r B. (2) cFgf for mfcr in A. 
(3) Atmftfm W^n: A. (4) Omitted in B. (5) iPTF#: only 
in A. (6) snrfafir: lost in A. (7) ofaywrw^' B. (8) ofjv\: 
lost in A. (9) T3 omitted in A. 







Tp^rf^r HcNi: q?TOTO<j i 

Ttf-wifar ^ 

•ro ^ 

h>tt: 3 sftr nvii 

TO ^TT 



fg^sr^roteT^ 


^Tcr ll^ll 


toptwssot: 5 ll^ll 


^tot fcftznr^ to> i 

TO: I TO 3T 



Hfctffjzf ftiT ^ 6 Ilval| 

TO ^ ‘^T^’-TO^Tf^TO ‘f R'-TO-ST^: I T5TO 7 - 
TOT# TO 


^ttfto ^^ 8 srttPt ^totor! totoN 
^f^TOR^T 10 TOq^— 


^rfqjsiJTOHSfa ^ITftf^TOTT l 

nr to grofir 11311 


(1) o^zjo A. (2) 5Tr^;r?r5Pr no. 3736 (anon)=^r^r- 
sr^T5T p. 192 (anon). (3) See above p. 80. (4) See above p. 
26,1. 19. (5) See above p. 30. (6) See above p. 79. (7) w 
omitted in A. (8) ozwri A. (9) ^fTO TUPTt TOqfor in A. 
'MVjcWo no. 93 (anon), where the readings are corrupt. 
■{10) ^F’f^TFcR A. 




oZTcT- 

51 ft: ^rr 3 T 5 ^: yf#wn?Rr- 

^TTW inft^rWRWRT ^T^T I jfiTfa$«f 

WM3 ^*PJ: I 2TTO52T^R>^r * 5T## 2 , cTC^ f^T^cff'-TR- 
cTZTT sq^q-r^TTa; I *3TT 5 2T«NM*i s l ?T fa^fST^, ^zn’^TT^': I 

^‘t>^qioqq n q|ri')<|^<w| Zfqr 

xt^fkmfx ^^ 3 ne.i 

pfthn 

^'d^w^rt 4 BTyrrfa: 

<n*r 'tt*t T g f ^ftfwreswff anfw^^r: 1 
^o^tt sifor 

^TT^tt : 6 I \\o II 

wr *ct 

3TfJT pRRr WkT: g gWy T FH 

^^firarrnr: I 
r^f^njf<d wi 3frfq , cnrr^a : t- 

^R*»irtw qr ^ftarfe: 6 nun 

SjpTt WT ;,. 

♦KvicK^ditflftf+T 7 ll^ll 
‘^rf^’-^T^TcT s^T^PTRSfa I gtfYq^f 

*m*u: ?t =3 # Tfawr^nr wrr: 11^ 11 


(1) ^ftqfV’Ko^^FrPTTt B. (2) «R?^ B. (3) See above p. 
31. (4) o^re^Tsrert A. (5) ZTVXmvmi. 63 (p. 28)=quoted 
in 5ffTfcTc5?r ii. 41. (6) 5W<IRR®T v. 73 (p. 143)=f^OT^- 
HffcTOT iii. 15 =^t^^To no. 493. (7) See above p. 80. 
The same readings here as there. 





Sf^ri sqqqrqsfq qqT 

qqfcqq h$yu 

qqfq<+R- h f5^r<Tdd hm ti14 
^qt TOt qqqfq y»0||fif q^qd^qq - : 1 | qqr 

^Nlq^lW^qr ii^ii 


5T TO- 


qqr qi 


qqTjq 3 


wt qT 


*p«rftfir a tfrnt^u 

*q**TT^3 ^tcrt sfa 1 ii^vs 


qr<*qTvft sfo 6 11^11 

^ftsqyrqyqqftsfq q^q^qT^qq^qfwqTqqfq^qnft® 
qWTOKT: tfMsrflnifaY ^fcf 1+ ^TMq^qqtcfqf'Jfqqq<5«Mrq- 
q?tp: gqrt ^qfqq^Tfrqt srfqroq 1 qfojjq^— 


^qroq qrqqT qqr^qT^TT^cr^ 1 

iTcTTqq fqfq^rqqrra 9 qq*rt fqfsHfc:, qqqfqqq^qqr^- 
fqqFq^fqfWT 40 fqqid^fa— 


(1) gninfq only in B. (2) Sarvananda on Amara-koia 
(i. 5. 13) quotes from Jdnakihararia a similar line qf^qqafrq: 
q fcdgqg :. (2-3) 'ifa qqT q lost in A. (4)See above p. 82. (5) 
See above p. 80. (6) of^q^ft A. (7) A marks a lacuna 
here. (8) This is qqfrfT i. 35. (9) t»ar^faqsqnTT A. (10) 
oqsqqTqMq! A. 






szrcrfaciRt i 

dWlfaPii^'n 5 ^: gdTTTO^wfdTO ^ f«if^ai, 33r*T^T- 

farMcrt: 15zrcrf%z?T f^ Tfr^m 2 - 

^«T?rrwrt: TTO^rfcT I 

TO 

*rcfa 8 sfa1Roii 

^TOR^fWT •T ^F2N^^m<^lT^'^crr I TO 

^VrwTwrFff* sfa ir^ii 

cRR crff +d<^c 7 TT^-^?^^qr<c^ni^dHKd i fl^'T^T 
STO^'HT ^T: yr^kfacTHT Tfc*TOT ^fHRI - 

WffR'TFTt 'T j T < I*iIh Idddi yp: JT: ^ d5 4^<TTTO 

sr^RTvm^^rr ^Tfro: i to 

v^dl Rr^ ^t^rf^TTdt ^T: 

qrVt^ foftfro wrm ijml dTfer: i 
^TfPro wnjyr fipfro^sft ^tsto- 
tototR^ rjvc«il4««d*^ 5 ir^t 

^ ? TT ^T 

^Hf fdd3<J 0 sfif IR^II 

(1) Omitted in A. (2) Mfc^lPc in A. (3) See above p. 
7. (4) 61. 6=*TOPFP5T p. 418=Hemacandra p. 

170. B reads STFT for *JFT ; A has only sftwFT The 

entire verse runs thus : 

sfahjFnff?rf¥Vm#^TO5TO^>TPT 
. ^tefafirmW: ^c55i^ zr: i 

{5) Quoted anonymously in 3rf*rc*HR<ft ch. xvi=^?iF^r- 
p. 41=TOR fWSlo p. 300=Hemacandra p. 297. (6} 
See above p. 44, 







JPTT ^ 

*PTT 3T 

°r^ zimm 1 

t^d^Yc*? ^i6^i^ iftfc ii^ii 

^^rwr ^rznwRTT 3 vt*°vw ^rr^Ynf^rRr 

^irraipf&ft i 

*f^rfa 37 T3^?ft RYrfTT I Ml 


cmfar*rarRi 2 tt umi +1 Pd: ^owifepRf c r^T i T |g- 
ijjrm ir<^<«m^K: i *prpr ^rmY 

^ *rftW *TT *TT ddYfdT I d^T iJ^TT- 

.pTifK'dd flldf^d^lYw-d: I 
—JTthTT d^d^dTdTWT v^q-, 

d^rfo 3 srf^qq^urMwTdt m*rfanFj*faaT^ wt 
fYrcrfd mi f^TT^Rr i dd q;*r ^ dewdfa- 
d^fdT: srfdddl: 5 STdd <1: I fV< r d^ • Jd: 

^T^5^fT#fa sYfdT I f^dT^TdTdfcdretdT 
dd qfcfsq fdfddddTd: ^dfdWredPTdftrddf dd ^ctl 
ddf'ddfd fdWd: I dfedd dTdld*{— 

dd*dr: ddray red^ri *tcr<w*i +W d 


(1) See above p. 68. (2) for d?rdT in A. The 

#Tdr of the verse would be 

rfV^T 11 

(3) Omitted in B. (4) od^TCdST^T A. (5) Omitted in A. 








rtrt: td^OT^^^nrrfa 

dfHKMKd^’ qf^JTdWT^ ^T 1 ^TTfd^^WT I ^ ^ 
snf^cTrf^TT sreR^r 2 TfrfwR st^kr ^cF^ 3 
=* 5ZTTOTZT fWcTf^Mr ##q- *>:, SFriWOT- 

R^TOT 

wwftgrc^nrr cft: «^<mrt- 


W Wf^TO^WT •TT*T 0 ^HfH^raT^T 

^RycTHf^lT f<TTO4d <HlMldT, M<tRI'cKpMp?l<-dI pT3cT- 

fc*ffa tf*PqFdRTI^HIdie *J l'£— 

* Hfflf< I 

* < H^ i |w iwi ftft^w i R^P r ^11511 

Wfi w fftwjw: TOR: Tfa5*d i 
R 3 Hlft TO*tf IIV9II 


^tsezR-qT: JFfR: MP< 5 *^d, 3 *RTT: j^fadHTT:, q>"tel^ 4 : 
STR> f^TTsqt I ^Wrfa^—WF ?TR I *TTOftfa 
3T%fe: I «£l^$|J{—RTRRT^ I *mMT: WFTT: 

*T^5FJd*ft RTT 5RWl*Rr^ I tr^RRT fi<t)4g*li S^T- 
^dMl 3T RRfttRR I 

dt^+ts'Q Scqft’-SRTTJ' fwM^ I 3FR^ 


(1) A omits all words from % 5 ^o to %fo. (2) sw^li 
A. (3) FTId^T A. (4) sr«fw for q*l«fo in A. (5) A reads 
?RTRT after which some letters (i. e. possibly) are 

lost. After this, A reads *Rnrftt. (6) Omitted in A. 








3RT^T^T- 

V V 3 > ' 

qiqq i ^fqqsr^frRq'qqq fqfcrsq#—«jfq: qq^r- 
fcq qq w T^3^nr ( 3*«re><^fq<ftra q i qfrf^m 2 — 
3ftfqcZF£RTq I aftftRif qs^q: spFT dqPdciH i 

zpr TOHfacfrt^ i o^« ficq*i i^^qc WrfWTdfacqq: I dqq 


fqw'rRK*r PfRufe—an^W^Jj^R^Wr ^ i ^Tfe- 
Tfem\ ^ wfmr. qqrrqsqFqredFqq fqqqrfq sqrqrfq 
ftfwi: qfaq 3 TT*d: 5 fW W^Td *w«rtwt I 3 TWR 2 T : 3 
qqfenqsqT: qqTf^Tfq^pqtqT: i q g qqnr: qtqq^OT- 
^Mcftsfq qq^ ^ qtfd SFFqd fecfm i 

fd:—sftqI'-d<T*TTqTd I ^qidfdqqoqfdf^d^qFq^q sfftTFd- 
q*q ^rqr^^q^’^qiRvqq': i ^req q q'OTfq^qTdqfq’q- 


sqfdT^'qFqf^fqqfq sftfqdFdT d qf^qd 4 I dlM*-aO«tal- 
■«ys>fdq«prcdq *jqdT i ^T^qF^q ftnjqrwqv qgq qq 
^wJ+rfar qqfqfqqq 6 q*wfq, ojqsti qT qq^qq’qq i 


^ qqrqqqrqt qqfqf fq^qi^q^iq fqqrfrd qw*j- 
qTqi^Rq qq*q q qqrcnqfqqn:: 6 i dd qq- 

^qfa^q diqs^dTM^i <t; fq>q«-d: 'Enrqqftfd — 


qq ^rrqFqqqHqi (tq J i £di i 
^^qffqsfqiftqqqq qi qcftqq \\t\\ 

qr^q qrfq sfr3fa*H*wT uyi 


(1) A omits qprq. (2) Omitted in A. (3) aprroi: A. 
(4) ^5*Ft A. (5) ^tdfqfcq B. (6) TOffT* omitted in B. 



WtzT# I fazTcT- 
fferr 'TFT ipff T^f t^r i st 

^ ferenrr ?nr^r—f% ^ d'ti i -h i*- -m < fri n r 



?tar: ^tsf^ftzr# 2 , 

T^R^FfRT I ZFT zrft*R f^m 3 OTm^zi: 

zfr ^FT: qrfwqf^^dW^zTTTta: wi 
ipffsftpTFTt ZFZT ?T cl^'l'KlW^-ZT ?TT3TdYfr FT Mcfiqd MfcH^Jd \ 
zrqfr *FF*T: I «4'*(?fd^K>R^sf 3T I CTNRft 

f^FTR: q^FFZT ZFZf ^zrf^#Fzrr- 

f^T^qr^^Fq FfipT 3TTTfr: FM ^nffsfVrSTPTt 4 ZTR *T 
d^'l'Klt 12 ? ^TT^R^nT I d^f 3T dfr+H STcft^ I ^T *[gqT— 

. 3TFft zrf^rc^rrc: 

?rrfeRR# epfkfirftrcerr srfw^ftrai TOWfn crqr i q**r- 
I ^TBZTt zftsBr^zfts^FZT | qrsqg - 

fqferWT qw ^TFT: I df^FFT cTTcWF—q^TPTFZT- 
dl^tRsfeMI 31 ®<* MI d *1d M d f?l Md fd3( ^if^^•d ZFTfq ?r^TT3T- 
d f%fVcrfq ^nr^r, cftfzftztt ^zrr ^rfe^fsrd'frqq- 
f^T^fdWt qtzFTHT: 6 zpwfa ^Tc^R^Tfw qfcPT^ 6 l 


ZFTT 


5TT3ffq zpTT ^T^T q flff[3*TTf^ qtxffq | 

^F5Tf <WV\i 7 \\^\\\ 


(1) sfa**T lost in A. (2) 8lf^nfW lost in A. (3) 
fonfojt A. (4) arfasrzft omitted in A. (5) ofqtfqfqftqgtofr- 
zFTPTt A. (6) 5 THr^ A. (7) Quoted in wnrrafa (p. 62) 
from Anandavardhana’s own lost Prakrit poem faW3TWfaT= 



*rr ^ fewrcr ^ 

3rrc*r^Tc^T fro* 3T 

TfipfrlfW^, cTWptft *TT ^=3^FTfr I *WT 



WT: sfrfftoi: 44>^<T^T^+*T: ^5T: 4 I 
^nf ^5 55 ?F 5 Rf^zft TT^ftsf^JT *r#' *r| 5 1 

irvsii 


3^ ‘tr ’-^r ^ Jpsftfrc:' 'st* *f 7 ifir 3 T^rr«Tr srftr- 
|:^f^5T«P55Tlf^^oy^lf^t6«sft- WT faWTMMIui- 
^5‘ S^TT^t I m^r- 


would be 


r p. 430 (anon)=Ruyyaka p. 23 (anon). The 3F7T 

fr?T *r<rr *j^t ^ i 


(1) re omitted in A. (2) A. (3) ^cTT 

A. (4) o^tttwt: B. (5) reSfTB. (6) ^PTI^F v. 7=«RTr- 
^ p. 61 (anon)=9%5T^T3T on ^Z p. 86 (anon)=??res- 
spfiTO p. 188 (anon)=^er»TJ p. 11 (anon). (7) 9$3$T B. 
(8) oTsrrtsre^o A ; sreroprofajTRre© B. 







to 1 

I 


f^ffa 'fTOT^T dFTT: 


cRT: S^TTf 5 ^: 

i TfTOT 5T^ 3 Tttt# 

* f^ft ■JT^PT 5 ll^ll 


s^ld^m^Ttf^F^: jptsfq- *£ptfwf< 

3 F?ft ^T^RTT <F% ^fkr^T WT 


: 7 SRftW I Wq 


^Hk<4dSdl fsdlRhfd ^ «^fd feo*TT 1 
?nj%ff^rF^ ^ cT^t ^vqt 
*ZTT^#?CT ^ TT^W: ^5 5^: m?rf WT: 8 11^5.11 





^rTOT^pr- 


(1) *T*{«fo B. (2) This is the reading of the MSS ^ and 
*T in Nandargikar’s edition of T^o. (3) lost in A. (4) <R B. 
(5) iii. 51. (6) m for 30TR in B. (7) re^ TT fas i ? : 
a. (8) srraTPrm i. 36 (p. l7)=+T°^y<M5r p. 400. (9) srftre:- 
A. (10) A reads ipmm for WW1 and 
adds dfltcWT after and before 












fawpT:srrer:srfafe to^ 1 ll^oii 
m 'tw'-sisft w^^rfircTrat T\^m^xT^m^ 
5fk?ferq-: wtqt 2 I 

tnn ^ ^fstf^zTTOrr srmq^T^nr^if^TO £igM+T<r 
frra# i ^*r 3 i qrr 

Trtwff ? ^nTO5^r 
Tsft: TOT5TT^T5TFZT 3TTW 1 I 

TTT ^Rt^T^T^nT: 5 ll^ll 

^’-^TTFT f^MI fa*! wfc Wsrat^ra 1 l tr<r?zrT TO- 
sHWlTm? Wff TTcT tfT*n^prfw *6d [W£c*r tfk- 

ltd'll: tlHertKMa I 

FMtnn^ft *r *nre- 


(1) See above p. 31. (2) A reads ofsn^nfaWif«i, 

*rfcfer: and srata^. (3) ^|B, (4) b. (5) T%o 

v. 24. (6) arfircnr- for in A. 








Il^ll 

<rcfw> tfasif TO 'Fri’TTOn WIRW 

'kiPd =iiq uiPdHii**i: «PT5zrf%^ qzrfdtdd t^TT 1 2 dsP^*4 
f^f^^nTRT PdP^tfpTfPd^: ?TT TU 5TfTC3T qrrfV?^ TOfaq^KT- 
e*J®W I qqWsfqsftqd I d7r*T "dddd - 

qqfdMl^M ^T S' *<iP^qf^ 3 d^Pl d’R'RT'TT qddd, 
^Tf^r^'r^ - <f*rfa i m ^fer^zrT ^wc qqMs- 
ftrf^r: 4 , ^T f^r^^ZT 6 5RTRT: 6 —3rf^?TT^R- 

^r: I 3Tf^7T ^T ^5 ^ZTRR^nT: qrdTtWdfl': 7 I *TRTS 
^c^F^RR^t^TcT S' TpTT f^^fSTcf 5 ^dP<fd 8 
d^TT dF 7 ?: I W 

TTf^ft^H-id cdfwrs 
c t>tdMR-^f^f5M ( | -di<<: I 
sf% ^prfd" ff[ ?T: 5RT: <R 
q TO^wqgfq dfow 9 ii^ii 

3T3T sf^qrq^wwj 10 ?nrq^ qqfw^q 'qferq:' 

3T5^T: qq-fqqw ^nfd I "xrrra- J j^^T;*f.i^-..ix T Trftrll 


(1) A omits these two lines of the ^Tfr^r here. (2) A 

reads : qqfaq: qfq*T <TTT (apparently 

repeating partly the last line of the qrjfSFT 12) ^krfWJT' 
fafwr JPTfq I ^T qqfafawlgqr. (3) fafe lost in A. 

( 4 ) crTOft fq%: A. (5) Pw^ISfST A. (6) Lost in A. 

(7) srcreraq: A. (8) lost in A. (9) fowo xiii. 

58. (10) 5 '~*qN*t-<o A. (11) q^T is omitted in B. 







$*qqq qTRwqgfq fqqqqqprtfq qTqqrHt ^Wfq^q- 
qqtfq: i wftq: i q^qq gqqqTq- 

^FTTFTT^d 1 ST^TTFr: +«rfag«TTOq, cTN^rm^ 5 ^Tf^- 
qr*q ^fq l qqT qt 

^q tflt^fti ITT RTT 2 tH<ftl ITT ?<*6v I favRTqFRT- 
^^TPfiTKf^ W ^ ^RT f% q q<? qjfq qq 3 I 

qw*faijfqqrq qnraryn qt ?*NwHq q 
+lVdl+«6rKtf«kf^T|^TRK ^T: STfoq ll^ll 

3RT qr^^R qq?qq^5qfq qqqqT 'STfoq' ^fq q^RT 
cfqiqqfqsnqV qqrq qqqq qqFfnToqfqtqq f^qqfq- 
qtqq 4 1 q^qqTfqq^+qRcM^dfqqqf^: Rreq ffaq- 
qrfq q <s fa ^ a h ^H°qfq i«fi *>1 5 qq 6 qqqqfqfeqjT^qTfq q>"k- 


:g;qqq: snrTqrfqqq: qfVAfaq: i 3 RT^q qrq qqYsfeqfir 
afewt yfaw i 


3rqWT: qq^qfqq^nt^: qqfq:-q^H-q ifa^i qqfcn* : 7 | 
ifir#^i4wifdOT^wf ywnfir q: qqqfaq: i q^nq 

ITfet qfqqsrq i qqT 

qq^qt Tqqqqt fa qNRstsnqs- 
qfTT^qqq^qqiqf^fqq^qnrqqqeqq: i 




I^YII 


(1) qj for %*Z in A. (2) T*R A. (3) 7RT B. (4) ofasffacTPT B. 
(5)ooqf^ A. (6) Omitted in B. (7) B omits q:. (8) qns- 
TTMTqq X. 41 (p. 293)=3ftfq?qfqqTT 12. 




V* 

qq qqfa: ^tw: qfqq^qqr- 

wirfeiifiRW: s<*Tfcr i qqT 

=q 7Tq°T TTq°T fc^q 5 ^T^ ^cfT ^ft^T^T: qfqtfsq *#71- 
qr-nit3q<ifqqtqq' M^'il': ^ciifcfa, 

^Tftfq fqqrqqifqfq- i 'TO'?t- 

fqqRTqq m^5T: *Pjfqq> f^TT J T>^T: 1 I q«Rft ^vp^TT- 
fq?qq 7 T M'K^I'fr 'TT^ft q- : qTqfHcq c (v>') , t>qq ^fqFqqTfqfq - 
sr^RFcRorrf^ effect qgTO: SRftqq I fWT^q 2 qqfqsrqT- 

4 U K^M c Uc t T'T: wqqPq I efeT ^q q 9c qq - 

fqmt ^H-Rczr^^znr 3 I ejeftq 
to fqqq'qqqqT fqsrq, q qqfqqqKqq; i 

3rqw:&qq?qqqrrc: q^qfqqq^Tf^qq:—qro^- 
+^* 0 '*^:'! , qqf^Tq^^ 3*3 fqTjqfq<j q: qqqqfcqq: I 
4>>q iq—Trq^qpqTFTCTfcj; i <^q wqtq q^iqpqr 

fqf^^q^^^fe^dcqifq 6 q^q ?TO?q, 5T^i«-ci <MdlafVc*i'4: I 
—?qqjfq^qwfq i sqqroqqq, *qfqtfqonjtq rer- 
^rc^qr i qq *qq qqr 

qt qqfq qrt ^ ^cMMH- 
OT^qrft ?FJ qq ^ 6 eqfqq^q TO^ I 
?cqTqq 7 srfdfq qtsr&qjfqqiq 
qrq^ qq %qq: qr^qqsqt 8 ii^ii 


(1) o=^t: lost in A. (2) lost in A. (3) qfa lost in A. (4) cT^ 
omittedJnjA. (5) *<Jqf*cWZ?qrfc A. (6) TO B. (7) 3 A. 

(8) fqTfaqrqjft no. 628 See above p. 35. 




I 




3PT ‘TTKTf5TTOTTO STTO* I fw*TT fTO 

q^T: STdlfd^Hl^TR M4<i«^K- 

qfaffftqr ? qiqd Trr^qfro^q- 

ftVt^r^ 7 ? ^ptcttcT sTcprcq' q^^i *k\ r<q E^TTrtaznr 

q^fq-qw ^currfcf i TOreqfqq- fqqq 

WFT^fTT 2 gTT0T +qTf^qqi^q qT I 
TO ?T C£qTq TT TOq'fafo 3 ^T I ^T 4 5T®^rf^T- 

T^cffffq-q\-, ^ q-^rfTOJ flog 

ciTTOqqq? i to 

TftTOfTO^fl^TTO*: 6 11^11 


^sfroTflfTTTOT TO^rwqTtjqT croq: 7 ii^vsm 

3TT gTOfl: 5TO: ^J^TTf^TTOTC#^ TO^TO^T: TOtscq- 
dl fd 'blfTTO TOffa Wq^iqi fljpfteTO: 
flqf% 8 11 f^TTOT TO 

TOfaq *FTO7TO 10 fTOfTfTO^ n | 
TOftTOK TOT ^T qqcsflq 
d^HHUl ^fqq% 12 11^11 

3pt qrofafa fww 13 tototo*tWsto 14 jftoa 


(1) TOTH A. (2) A repeats here ^STCra^fc iftar^to *c*TO 
^TOT tfT^sqfqTO^flTtTOTflT TOl^o from above. (3) *T STyfaftf 
B. (4) irq ^ omitted in A. (5) TO* omitted in A. (6) $<Nf% 
ii (p. 72)=s*TO55ta p. 99 (anon). (7) ii, loc. cit= 

w??/TTWto p. 127. (8) owrrr^fjrcTi Sf^mfNr B. (9) o^icio B. 
(10) *pr for ore in B. (11) B. (12) lost in A. (13) 

A. (14) o^qzrr B. 




q iraTWRW'M if I j H'T?T- 

Mdlfd^cTI’^ 7 ^ 3 «?"■) <t> 1 I <,-°& 141 flV» xl fa ‘M^Ph wf^r- 

I 



3TWTT: qqfaaqnT: T^MtoTT^T: ^TWT— T: 
s^^Ycqfaqsr^: i ^Trm^srm ^rffaq? W nx ^ 
fKWr *r: i rfk&w — 

zRrfq wn?? qqr^axWid'Md 4 

sqqft^f^nfq 

yPdS^a I q^TT 


Mp^dlP^^O^WK: 5 I 
^mrfVr: ^Rqcftfq^ 5 ^tt iihm 


3T^|qqW qrffarfaPd^: i ?mi- 

•■i^Jii’^^qJf^orT 7 i *r?zrq- 

aiWts^M Pu^'Mw*-^qT qfe?r^TTwfR^ sr-rofat- 

fe^Pad^'T ^ 8 -^dd^^^i^lP^aidd’ii^a I t^T =q 
^FW<T^: ^ 


(1) SjfdMKqq A. (2) om A and ofa;qrcpj-qTfopT B. (3) 
oipqrcqq A. (4) B has redundant q here. (5) oqr£: A ; ijs 
lost in A. In the first line, ScWfa for ^Pq% in B. (6) 

B. (7) There is no ifTT^to in A, which reads ^ with a lacuna 
(apparently ^h*r1o). (8) q is omitted in A, which has a 
lacuna here, followed by SHTH^cHo (apparently fwffTO- 
5%cPT°)* 




V® 

T^rf^ra <.4 fr$I <^4 * JT'T^oq-^ 1 | IPTT frsuT^fey- 

^^ftRr «i*ki'«$ 2 T*j*t<om iftr 2 1 *r*rr ^t 

ftrar hH al«f <h ofr^nr 5 1 

arwrc: q^f*fawTfrm*fr—3 ttot5*tr- 

Tr^^nr' wRr^t^ i snrrefag- 

wrat ztW: ^f^rfw^nr qT^r •jttsr?^ *nffsfcr- 

5TFT> ?mf^'cTR clWf^ I 

*WT 

3T^ T^tqr^ wr 

WfcT^ZTFrfwt I 

*T qTSrfcqjHtffar Tf: 
fW* 5 ^ wfr TTT^q’ 8 IIYoll 



TOcqT^^*TFT?^ryrf^r^q; u i ; ttot ^t 


cfq‘ J ft- 

^T ^ftcPTcfr I 

wr: srarsrw PreteqTfcr 12 1 iy$ i i 


(1) o^Ro lost in A. (2) oc5% ?ffr A. (3) Sec above p. 93. 
<4) ofoTTo lost in A. (5) ocqtffann«RnB. (6) A has 
instead of (7) Omitted in B. (8) Ttjo ii. 34. 

(9) SPT omitted in B. (10) omitted in B. (11) ^ omitted 
in B. (12) T«To ii. 48. 
va 



3W Zffe 1 f^TSTT^fe^fTT^fe d^Zf- 

i ?#r# *rWcr 

^WZRRTTf'T^r I 3ft ^ yr: ^^c^>TC5ytwfts^f¥2r; 
5T3TT: wr^r^r qTfe 7$rftr 2 i 

ft^wrTOfiwR: W i rftfr *rtrPr gw^r^rtsir 
TOqT'fer^rrf^ a-Eqzrfarcro $rcft^ i zr^mr *r#?q 
^qf^cOTi^TPTc# *rfa st^ 3 i 

dwIsK^wN 1 1 ^^Id ^w^Tfw^- 

4r<<^T'TO5TT°f^Rq^q *fdft sft^fRT- 
TO'd' ?zn^T qTSTf^f^ m^ihIuot zTdTqfr ^ ft^qcr 
sftr snrpjftawzj i df^npcni 

5rqT^fqT5Tqr?T: 7 srzrr^: ^ zrnf# nv^n 

$fn i 3nTf^ i h wdYfd^iW0 t>d h i q^T^fcrr* 7W<sRf- 

3rzmr: q^fwFR: 11 q^ftjznfsrr faq-errfcr—arcpr- 
*m Oh tit’ll ^i r fl$lf<JHd»*M: I 3^ ‘31^+1 Oh 
^ftiTTOTRr: ^jftzr: 12 1 <=ftn%zrztf^ 

Vfqfft | sr^K^T WTfMWN»K: ^fhTRRWW TO* 
zFrVfc ^zn^srer ftror^qfiiw> vw *r wftotr. i 
3f<d«t » K^YcKOT& TOFffK: ^TRRTtTH 13 ^ f^T I cHT 

qcftqRnTRTRtfl^l^i ^ 

(1) A adds 4T after this. (2) qfrwfa A. (3) afa A. (4) tj* 
omitted in A, which also reads ^crsfiTo for *5f*o (5) WTMPr 
omitted in B. (6) TtJPffoWTo B. (7) sr*FT2F*T qSJqTcT: B. 
(8) Omitted*in. A. (9) *ftf*R* only B. (10) STc^T^T’Tomitted 
in B. (11) Dropped in B. (12) *f>m: A. (13) tfbTTo lost 
in A. 







arRT^ 57«7 ?: ’TrozRfasft ^ 

^oqr: szTm sft 5^dr*v<^^fa,g: ||Y^| 

f*F*mr: tft^^'rofarort ^rT^wrftc^'tTft'srs': i gcst- 
*ptt 

7Tfa7: TrtHrftK^TftoTT 

T^^T^rrf^ 5 d-^Pci fa^r7flT*(*i iyvi i 

<77 ?^3njsr^T« i <*Vt *( tfO^ii 7 fa^RwiMfa- 

TffRrf^ 8 trmwm **wft r Tm&rr dTresHtaw- 

wftac*pj#r* M^^RWeffrwRTrf^fr 10 

srRmw i q^* *r i ^Tranter wrfliw’ftfw 

5T5TT^fl^ Ifd\H*lr<cTt MPdTW# I J^T: 5lf5RT: 

? 7TiRft faffarfa df^t f^^mdt 

<*«l*M<n r 

trcf 77?7^RTt f^T7 ^Htf^fWl4d<!*j'Ni ^'^di fa^T- 


xvfk- 


^51 

^ ii^ii 


(1) o<pa B. (2) ftwfcB. (3) oJsrt q>s lost in A. (4) 
tfPTRTTo lost in A. (5) for 757 in A. (6) ^cTRvft i. 25. 
(7) oS^To lost in A. (8) f7^T7T7%o A. (9) o'<flufrf 

f^B. (10) o^7 for o^TfT^T in A. (11) S%7«rci 
*f<T A. 



^H^IWMlA TOWT ll^tfll 

3T?ft ^rfas’jsf RRTfcsd' SRRstsfRftsd i — 
^RRTRTRT I RSTR£TRT: S WR SFST: ST dS>RT I 

Rjfr STSFWT^R STSRoft RT: srf^^sfaMcf: 
SSTC>S# I $f*RT RSSTS —fTTRT I 

W* szt^tr RS d^TS>R dfcR I R S' RSRSR^ST- 
WT^T 1 2 Rcpft S5Tfa%r dTRT SSSfr I R^%mfr 
TRRS, <RS foqTfRRSR I foSTCS^T RTR^f RS- 
vtstr^ serfs wft ssg, ssrfs twr^sssmrs s 

sfsSRS | SOTRSTS?RSRnSSS RSFWdSS 5 TR- 

srsrf, *r fRTs: 1 srts ^cfTcSWRR ? 

Sc^ddd, '^RR’-STcR W^T ^J'MWpqqq 

fSM+'J frlfq SdSTStS'RFqT^Td £SSTSfSRFS 
sss 1 stss ^sRsfsssrrff fa ^sst'^ m ^srs - : 

'RTS?STS I SST sfdSvd S H a cSh$TST, ?RS S' 

SRSTOTST, %RSS%SrSlWSfd I #f^cRSRFSS— 
w^nts sss 1 ssRsfasTfa ss 1 fars^—Rfass- 

SS^ STfd^^TfCFTRdTSnrqT^ I 

SR 

f^SSSTS^lfRf^fsSS: 3 IIV^II 


(1) These two RTfr^Ts are cited by Jayaratha (p. 8) in 
connexion with his exposition of the SStfosrdtfaSfTTT views 

(2) o^rfcsA. (3) See above p. 89. 




rv " s A 

rattraW: 




m ddT dfe^dddf^T! 

ddd dfaTfddT ^SffidSdfdWT 
f%fddd ^q^fnt dfddd£3 qrwd 1 fcFdfcr, dgdd y^Tfesr- 
didT^ddT^r^Wd fdddTd +r-R c ^rrf^i^r^ciwf^T5fT- 
dTTTd 2 fFTTtRinwqT dTRdT fo’d fddd ^U^Mfdddd I 
'fcd^-ST^SajqdTTd^ irq | qqr qq cftg d*iwiw?r- 
1^1*1 Id 3 fFFdfa^dd 4 , ddd «*iR. <*ja T^h dI lid 
RF'dc^ddT I Wd 

33TO>$ ddTfdTd ^fa#stenftf*T: I 
fltelPpdT qrqqrfq+-qf^qTqqT dCTdtdf 
d^fWr«rf^d^<> dTFT ^d^dFdT: 6 IIY^II 
^Rdfa'ldfa dddTdfddTgedTd ddcdFddBdfdd gRpte- 
cdJJddfed I ddT dT 

wi d TOdf qr<f^fd3T^u[r^ d ddr? t 
RiT^iTfdddT^rfdoftvjaftfdfwrdT 6 iiyoii 
dd Wdf fdTfdTCd d d d dd 4fl 1 qPd dd dR d d I dTSd- 
dcqrfdddTt d^T: dRdcfrfd dfdd: 


(1) oq^snq A. (2) °dfdo lost in A. (3) B has only mddd. 
(4) faddfao lost in A. (5) ^dfrq 37. (6) m\o 406= 

quoted in tqvirrdta p. 63 (anon)=sqftdfd^4> p. 119 (anon) = 
Jayaratha p. 8 (anon)=dTfapfdddS p. 25 (anon). The dTdT 
would be. 

ddd d dd^d dTWfddTd dlfd d ddrfd I 
PR^PT^T d^r 3?fa fddT: u 








q 3W- 


t: i mo;? =q 
stt^tt:, w qjqf^to qfr i 

^^M<wmRM^dT?rr: *qq*nr—^ c r- 
<Mfq<,« i $fd: I ^TT ^ q^IT: *TT qqteqT 1 


ZTT ^ ^^TT: 

*tt ^tWt i qrr 37 — 3 ^rftr^n?jt w^njf^TT^rTT- 
f^frTfTc^: 1 I ^?ft—I TOT: 37*37?: ?T- 
?r^#»r> q*qr: 37 ^fmr i 

3ffa^q> TT5Rm q TT$q7 qfa IIV^II 
q^T 3*ft qr^ft^n i qq 

q^rr^q qTO^qqW-qRq^qr sftfqqfq*qq: i 

q g^qT^rTTqwqqroq^q vt ? $qf*qq 
^^qfawrfa 373Fqq qqTT qrrqq 37*q *P7Tfa*q 3Tfo- 
5Tqfq qfqrrqfqq d^Hqp-dtqrftq: qqqq, ^qftqq ^h^- 
fqq^wr^q^^qq^qiyftiq^rMqcqR^qqTTrqq^ 2 
qrqqqTtqr^qq i qqr 

37*# q 3 qrrwTqwi\M«»j 
^qTqTOlfqW^J 4 I 




qr^q^Tt iJTTfT: 5 IIV5.II 


fqq?qq 7 fRqq^qi 0fwa3 i 


(1) 537#: omitted in A. (2) oq^fqcqr|qqRo B. (3) #?B. 
(4) qqmT^fqqo B. (5) qfadT *£afx: A. (6) oflT^q qqfaq B. 
(7) ofafa^for ofqq?irrf A. 





fW ^ ft^fPr RTT^f^R MWMl SkfTTOTTO 
fTO*T cnTrfw^STWr^zWTF^T ^RTf^c^T T^T^I'd n*T^fV J T“ 
TOdT mTO: ST^TST: 2 I TO 

TOT: ^tsczr^f^T^ ^fT°T t^TTOfipT 




zrfrofejfifc# ftfa f^Tunr^^tn’ 

pidK*^ far^fd+T: $rs44dtf: 3 ||^o11 
3rc ^>P>^^TOjTO^*TTfa toi^ TOfcR^r tpttot 
fa^fSRRST cR 1 ^: Udl' 4H l d^^^^T-dT'Tfd^FT ^Tr^T^TTT- 
TVfror 4 1 to TOft&rft^ ^ i o^hhi^^^t- 

ITcftTO^TORfFP^ TTOTTOR 5 

^*n$TOTTOTT Wh&T TORTOTTOTOW faWT4TO 
fafoTpRT— 

foror* www *n 6 i 
<*rroi 7 sr Mtotott wmi 

HT fcf5^TOTO?TT U 9 ]4 J I4 I 

*R4T TT^TOTf^rt I R*T—foiTO: 

^TR^RZT 8 3T I 4f$d: 4TT4^SRR?T 4T° I 


(1) i.e. in^TOTft: in the *rfaFT. (2) Omitted in A. (3) The 
first two lines are quoted anonymously in Amaracandra’s ^tt<h?- 
‘PeWcTT (p. 5l)=JTTfl^TOJ p. 20.. (4) oq^RRlf^fW- 
«T«rRtfTO[ A. (5) oK only in A. (6).^B. (7) o?^% vjo 
lost in A. (8) oirr: TTRo lost in A. (9) ^ B. 




pTCT JTT^TO] flTfel^TO I fr 


KU&^LK^gri»E»:ig^»ct;iEg;iKKLCEit;fciK;HBEat4B^ai 


ftrer *nW trocTO 8 ^ i 7T*n 


»<<'*ra**f«U«14pTf^T* ( 


5T*rfo fwrm d^WfoWTOTT 111 


*r«n*TT 


w *r 


*r>rrert Pri^rf^ftr: 


ft^Tf^:5r^Rt^TT for: i 

tor** *pfar«nw ^r 

|fe rTCRFTO tgcTT ^: 7 11^311 

ft^rrf^ihnTOw tot 


fl*RTT 




(1)?T^F A. (2) clW for ?T^o in B. (3) for RfaftTOST in 

A. (4) A reads MMo and oTOTO*TOTT. B reads o^ott- 
Wl^,{n.(5) oTfc*TW B. (6) qiuft^TOo A. (7) WTin cTWf 
in B. (8) oforrer B. (9) Quoted anonymously by Samudra- 
bandha p. 9. S'isu 0 v. 50. 




3TT fastaq-RR I 3T5FR7R 1 - 

^t wfdv Pwtoror 2 qqT 

fcrroq^pro rtt sR^ftf^R^rrfr u-t^c+Toq- 
qtf^R#q iRRTOTO TO: TO I 

q«TT 

TOFTOvftR 4 ^ ll^ll 
*TOf^TO fa*ft*n% TO ^FfarfTO: I 

fefcT] 3T^TW>F: 5 II 


IT^ fqq^qsr^Tt PTOFT *t>TO*lPTOTTOTt q^f^TOTO 
fsRTRqfa— 

^ f«WT I 

flfaiT tfsfiWWH ll^ll 

*ft*RTT q^fq^KTT—*TT fcrofTOT AT tfffqTO^FJTOT 7 
^TOT I 3WT ^ftf!TOHT #fo W: I. TO TOTO 

^3 TOW qfa^ tortos# i to ts^n— 
f^TOqT/^TOqT^qifw^qT I TO 8 TO*tf f^rpTOTOT 
^HKiTTOdlcTO:! 3>*T qf?TTO—TO'TRTfefq: ^rPTO^ I 
TOTO •TR STOTO ci<iP<TOT # cPTlTOTcr: ifc Wf^F- 
fcTO: I 

TO" TOTRT: I . TO faRpT ?TTf^TTO ^3 

TO3 TOqqfq^qr^fq^I^q-fnMPtf^d <1 I TftfTOTTO 


(1) TO^TO A. (2) A drops oqfro. (3) Sec above p. 99. 
(4) See above p. 104. (5) Omiltcd in A. (6) TO A. 

(7) %^T omitted in A. (8) TOf A. 








^nTRBTMf ^^TTRT^RT <jft+|J(ffiT- 

srf*Hi ^f^^rfwpmor wtrnwi sr^ft\wt ^w i 

*WT 


dfrHd^^T nR^fWt 

S’ 52TTO * < u fl I 


j^rrftRrcwwteft 

\\\ 6 \\ 


^RT^RST^W^TT ^ *t Ptn *i l Pi d I *d '•'* <. u l*t v?Wln Cl<l4- 

sft -1 srRFRt faf^reTfscS’fwFi wwft msp*n1wfa'?TT 

^IW'-dOM MolPd- 
TOfr 3 I 



3TqrrqT: 5PFR> *RT 

^TOFFffcR ^r snrfq^ S^diH I S^TR^T dcWtfftT'TT- 
f^PTT 4 SR^PiR^Tf^TT «jpf9kd'<w( I ^T^TT 


7TI% SR^ff SRT JpjfcTV d^TT^TKTr 5 

«f (r«'<Tl P« q HT^ *-o7T tfl^WST I 

cT? *ftrT , T^PS’T 1 R i RWt1TO : ^X THT3T 

iRH h o^c«t»y^jJVa^ 6 ll^fcll 


(1) otnrRRo lost in A. (2) ^rrcffwfiRT A. (3) ozrft fRo 
lost in A. (4) orPTC?fiFTr° lost in A. (5) <RT: tfi'TPRr B ; 
StTfl^TCTr A. Hemacandra and cfTR? read o^kptrrtt ; while 
the readings in srgfa^nhoir*R and p. 25 are respectively 
diWi^Wf and (6) Quoted anonymously by 

Hemacandra (p. 73)=RPTC’s aR^Kfo^F p. 54=tf|faTWJjjcT 
p. 75 (ed. Bibl. Ind.) 





?oV 9 


srq tiVd qrjq i«h r^^r$d«-*ft?q 

si^^iPwi 1 snfq<n{ i mj qi 

^ ^uuf cpu| f^rr^^TTT T\*\"Rf*l-<\ir \ 

«rjsp^rf^5rwraci 1 far^?rru^oii 


m $qW ^ ^5 Ttomnir 
^fr ^fer^Rqrf^rt ^r i 


WRFdT qq *TTf^*T7Jf*rK 3^3 qqqffd- 
qqr 


^r q qfofiqqRidi 
qc^r: 5nnf*pft fd^q: i 
fTOflfTOndj-i: 
qqft qqfr q ■qqqr *y^7T 3 ii^ii 

stwtt: qqnrt qq *qr^rqtf$FfW ^3 qwr qqcjq- 
fqqq ^fq ^qrqfq^ *rfqq^ 4 1 qqi 

dRTOrrPq fqq fWr sqqfcr 5 nv*n 
*jqqq squsqTd^ I 

^rfq q+r<Fdt snrqftr qq 'rcrTOsrcrtsrcq qejqt 
qq3Tqr-qrqf qfqqTqfqrj qqfq: foqq 1 qqr 


(1) B. (2) The 0RT would be 

qqr ^fef ^ fwraqT tfqq^rcfjRr 1 
qqi q^rrfr ^arcr&fr qrtsfa *tt q^^t qqg 11 

A reads fq5TT%3n?rq'twqq o and %)X ; while B reads fqqif^ans 
qtqqRo. (3) fqTC° viii. ll=5Trffq775% 3744. (4) qq%: 
fqa% A. (5) See above p. 34, where add reference to 55tqq 


?0<S 




tofq- 

sra f^^raf^cnTd 

^T: f'FHfa ^«rT*J5T3d ^f%d H fV r d dfcRr I 

W SRTrTFcT^pr faOT-OT Writ* *TT 

h^ih ici ^Tm ^ 't'ld'il^cii ^rrtdYfd - 

ddMpMd tffaTTd - i 


|#^T ^R*I *TT£*T ^*T- 

7T?^f^?RYWT I 

^r^. vfk *nf^fr»rfr: 

fOT?r ^fw 2 II^VII 


Q*U 3T 

fwcqrf 3Z: 

^sfcrtlVT: 3 I 
* jft JT^ftsqvrro 4 
■^rtfcf dr*?Rfq- q-: <rmFF 5 nvoi 

wnmm ^ ?t ^flzTdT^^T 

Twr^Tdi ^nr 6 1 w 

^ f+‘H^d : 8 ll^il| 

^fcr oTO^Rnr i 

^ ^Rfd’d^di ac^^Td^dT 7 TT: 'Ftsfa' WT: <R- 


(1) See above p. 106. (2) f%TRT» xiii. 49. (3) *$fRmTttR: 
A. (4) *r^rt ftnrm^ B. (5) v. 85=s*farfa%* p. 9. 

(6) B adds tfa. (7) B drops tt. (8) See above p. 
34, 40. 





*0% 

q^^RTisarcrofir q^n*( hsvsii 

fT^rf?: <T?*P^ «i Hi irM Ih ^ f « i- 
^Ki^Pd ^TTq^^Vqqfir i f¥ f #g-^g^q^p4qTqT*T-- 
^g^ft q^ftiR^Pw *r rq«iR ftnFrcnig 

i ^—**nrffpn f^tc^fq" i *wr 

SRT : 2 ll^vsll 


q*rr ^t 


f^Tc^3T^ ftft 8 ^fcf 4 ll^ll 


3T^ ^d HI -1 'M^lPwtf SRJSRqq: 



^IW M^Wtaqfd-— 


5 tu uft qR^wfasnftRty m^ii 


qrt fcfhT: STcq’qspTTT: VRR^pf ?r^^dlHI^TTfa 
<i i w »fff f^nfcr i ^—^mir^MPuMr^c | 
3TFT*ft ^TTfenf^JT ^T>W:, WHW: <fP<*H«i: 
feT^fef g^T: g$Hl "<: I —gr-^^ST^T- 

PnnRrfl *iPit^^rP-d+ii wr 


(1) 5pf»TCPT^ B. (.2) See above p. 89 (3) See.above p. 75. 
(4) <-5ft ?o lost in A. (5) tfvft lost in A. (6) All the 
sentences from «Rt fkcft^T: up to this are lost in A. 


; to t- 

fc^’^df TOTf4T| dWf[ cr+4lfH I 
4TTO *ri^WZ 5WF7PTT4: 

3cW<7 fafc^TfTO? W '4rT l 11^1 

447 s* 

4T^s^:wf^TO: 2 ^T11 vs o |) 

447 47 

TO TO TO^fTO^5TO 3 IIV9?I| 


I 3TC 5WFTO4ST>jfd'^^ 4 TOfe 5r TfeTO- 

frfWw^infTOfipflf* TO7T4TO TO4T: jwrfHr i 

<*4 TO^TOfTO TO*44fSTO44TO f44T4 44TOT- 

snrf^pff 7 ff^TTOt f^rRzrfir— 


ars^ft^Ri^^f frfai wta I 
HHtsHHfa hi H'qr ii^ii 

?TT ffTOf^44^n 5T4T 4te 3 4f I 4 Til Hi 4f4^4 8 f4%4- 
TO: 4TOt4TTO4T 4tf4T^7TTO4 4^7T 4‘4>4T4f4f^fw: I 
^—<.4 u fi'4<iT 44*W4 fa I 4?4I^Rg^d I 

7TO 9 —4rTfaT4 I +WIH—3T544hTT4^4H(4 I 3T544Y- 
4T4:*TTO: 10 4TO: STTO^ftTOt 11 4TTO>^T?TO74TO- 


(1) ^4^cT 90. (2) See above p. 33. (3) See above p. 82^ 
(4) osnjo lost in A. which reads apparently sp|fin[. (5) r nftrfh' 
iii. 2. 83; vi. 3. 66, 67. (5) ofl re rfo ft B. (7) mfaff B. (8) 
Omitted in A. (9) TOP A. (10) Omitted in A. (11) A here 
adds . 



(1) A has is recognised as fivefold fTcT, 

mm, Clfer, and mm. (2) B adds JTft before m. (3) 
gf&o for gfjJ in B. ( 4 ) oJjfgfor: B. (5) o^xTWTTf^o B. 
(6) cTff^ omitted in A. (7) A reads fe^TT, (8) sfacf- 
A. (9). no. 2954. (10) Lost in A ; B 

reads Our emendation is conjectural. (11) ^rr for 


^JTT in B. 


[ 

: 







<^!facnfifacT*r 





m ?s«ngf^: iraRPFtar ferfi qwrtfirsr 2 
qftRRfr i 

fa ^ftTTOrt ffatf qR- 

qwt firqTqfr— 

^towriw i 

*r mart ii^ii 

trm fafa?ZWT\ ^qqfirRzpRTT 4 OTPrffeT I HR> 
wapfaTORq #fir*q firfsrwnr: ^qnTRRrf^^szrfcRnp 
<iH u fl qqi fa tott TO*f*P*fa: i ^Y^ft—qq qrqf 
>TT^T : 5 fro#T 'TPcf^r^TTf ^^ 6 «TW|J I fir f»c^T— 
fictnOT^rat qfasRFqqtftq i qfcq*R 
flTcqqq—*KT qRqR'tNPcfH : 7 JR^qT^q’ fa&: qfi- 

qtq:, fe^^Tfinrnf qfrfqoT^qRwfRr awrqTfi:- 
q-fiqYw^^r i qqT 

RTOTqT*PT^tWrqT§^ 8 ^f :q>*<wldM«ii^ 
farjffaw^: rfvfa fafaffa wfiq-qT I 
arcqr. fir *q fwY^ffcwipi h Kq^rq-^cTT 
qR ai^Ni ^qY<.^>fircT qqfcsRTPT: f*R: 11^| | 

3R ^TT^q fqsRqTpqqrqqcftq qq^u+ifi i 


(1) <TR for TR in A. (2) qqilost in A. (3) ofipfto lost in A, 
(4) qfasq lost in A. (5) q*qt ^TR: lost in A. (6) qfwq- 
f^Tfo A. (7) A is corrupt here and has lost qfifio but reads 
qTtqc^qifqqT before it. (8) ^ lost in A. 





m 


^ TOTOTt f^RT 5TT^TTf^rp^r^fV f^TOft 
f^TT?rf^— 

mmntfSNWw* i 

Sift f^ftf^a^KTT IR?II 

fiffaftr: i #^r:, fo^rcnrreTcr i 
w u wmh *f\ P«*^qt: BWHifa* wd*g?qT- 

*TOn*w«Tjftrc*T?[ vRrjprf tftaTwpfa wf'dwtffa i 
*wr 

^<c*i d^pfaPT^fjffit ^-^r ^ wfaifaai 

'JncTT ^ri fosrfd': 3 1 11 

*p&tt «tt 

^PT?«raT ^TRiat'^rMcrtl 4 - 
sfin^r^zR^ 6 i 
^:Wi*1iif 

flYWT^TFT: 11V3V911 


^TT ^ 


arnft^r Hi«T«jgftr: s?^r- 

ftm Iivs^ll 


(1) *r$*n A. (2) ^'Rffacn B. (3) stottor™ 

i. 30 (p. 15). (4) vTTfocT A. (5) SR? omitted in A. 
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^WTTT ^ — 

lift iiRqn 

dd dFft fo^FcTC dc*Fdft*F{ ^hrdcdfa f^ 

SJJJSZR frRfcdd | 3R«^r^^ccjsf'T qTT<fcd : 

sRtr: foq^ i fi?W{—^Tf^wq- i jrto; qrrwd— 
^WT§rr4«r i ^cdfwrddd i 

faP°tf<*Fdi"T '<M i [k*i\ *m dVdcdRj 1 I d<?l$^j zrt 

qr^Tf^T 

W M I Pi fi»'« «*TT 2 I 

d€t dTT filmic 8 vtsPr 

*d*rr*n3 4 iivsen 

are fafeffw dcdfa 'dz'-sr^d, iftjprw^ retf^^d 
ST^ 1 ^ faf^-cW^ srrft dTq^oq'q^TT: 6 qrfspddT- 
^fad ^dcftd T^retdcdl s '-t'd I HI <1 $fd 7 11 

$<dq{HdRIT: srddTRTC ^STdfd— 

fafag* feipPTft*R[ flWdfa I 

^ flPJT dl^fa^TTjflKd: ll^l! 


(1) oJtWt A. (2) d^T for cRq? in B. (3) o3tPT5tRt for 
arfdSlftT in A. (4) A. (5) 7Tf% for^lfcr in A. (6) dTfa- 
dTfzm® A. (7) 3?fadd*T'd (dRd p. 160) says : ddT f$—‘<ret 
dTT dTRTfd’ W* 3fdTd?d RtRTfaTfad 

‘retfd dTdlfa dfR’ *fd I It is possible that this 
is a reminiscence of Kuntaka’s Vlftw and its illustration. 






AT <1 fd*d I *FT 2JW tftvr*T# 

faf[* 7T u llHd-dH fa^fa TPrF^TTOm I ^F^FT— 

3r=zTf%^rT tfw^rflr, fasFrtfsfT i f^m — 

faf%OT tfftTFT I ^FTFT 'FRTTTcT—^^feqT^TRcT: I 

q^TK^tTFTTcr I 'KPTy facfl*^«Jc*Jc4<4: I *T*TT 
T$F7T tin ^ti^dldr 2 
tf*rpM<n:?*nrr*yffT$ i 
3TC41 ^ TOpTCFFjspc^T: 

3FT TftaqT TFT TFT: ^WHI^TT-dT^T: ^^FT^T 4 
FT^^fd’-TT^ TRofa - TRTfafTc 3"THTSTR^FTT *TFT qf^TST- 
FTtcF cFT ^rR^TT’TTf^tFT^^rr^^T^ 5 ^ciFTT^^® 
*FT ?^TT*Tfyrr^2T fTfWcTFTTq-^TMr 2^5 faf^TW*"T 
TFT*T 7 jft^ | JM—t tin T=^nTrr^^ftf*n4 d>ld <l r d:- 
wxft, tror d-qrf^r^^fr^ srforRTtf T^wfarr 
ctwt: TF^r^TTrfe^w^q’t tftt: fey *wrc*fafaftf i 
d^idM^M 'TOTRTFFdl'Hi faT^FT*TT 'T TPTToTFT T^T *FfR- 
qTRf^TRSTFFFTT: < F'4Tp»TW: I TT^TT—R ?ftTR TT^TR 
’fW H^iPm c^fw^ZfFTTCTi <FTfo>R RtTRTdKIsJ- 
TFjfaflTqfRTOTH Id^l^l cRI 4 cTT: S^FR 8 *FT 
fafcT I ^ 'FT’TW'T 9 —31 I<H lf*t ^IdPjIdMc'^- 
«TTf^T: I 2TT*TTSTf’Tf^2T^'f^TT^«TTgr s F^r5T £ ^sp^zf; | trfRr^ 


(1) Lost in A. (2) ocftmtaT° lost in A. (3) Ro xiii. 24. 
(4) o*jn: ^o lost in A. (5) T^TR for TTFTR in A. (6) 
omitted in B. (7) Omitted in A. (8) Omitted in A. 
(9) 4>K*PjJto B. 




m 


ddiYdddtfddd 


d HHIdRTH dfdfcr d - d|^#dd^dd^'d- 

dTffdfwddtd dtopdd i cRTT dTdd dTddM<dfd 
fd^Jd 

Tfd^d ddf^JCfaoddSTT- 
*ddTdfd*f d"ddtdd^Td i 
5dl’MR*Rd> fdfa dfOT^dT- 
ddTCdTRftfd fd^YddTfd 1 11 <S ? 11 
^fT°d5d dT I dtddd—ddTdfddd, «dTM<Rild- 

dTddddFdd I M : 2 d^dddtdqfdfd, 
fdrfecd^T ?fd I dRd 
|:feRdd qfcc^Rpnmn: i f% fdWr:—d*dt fdfcr 
dddTfd dddddd: I I ddd 

ddTfddFiH+ddd^dd dfOTt fddd^dfTSRT dT#fd dddT 
fdddd^xd: I 3RT d$Td*'llf<d fcffRtfd dddc^dfd 
dd ddTdYfdcdl'fdKd %dddcddTdTftddT d^Tfdddd I 
dFTTd dTdfd ddxTTdTd?rfd I 

tt^ dTfddfe^RRd ^dddfdd: dd^dfd^d ddTddd 
ddTdTd fddlddT^ddkfd ^f^JxTd>T?^TO': ^Wl) 
d: dddfd d*d TO fddKdfd I d*d =d 
dd ddxd fdSTd I d^dTd 
WRr: ddddfrfd dc^d^dfd^dTddT^— 

dPd^d^dT^ ^TfdfdddT I 

^fdSTWt^dgd^T^W IRtfll 



(1) V{° xiii. 25. (2) dT: omitted in A. (3) foro lost in A. 
B reads fadxft dT. 



p -V - 

ISdlqrH^: 


f^»nt1%9^sR^*^Tw $ ww* w 

fo^fqf%q^q^qqqrn:r ^q^qfoq^crq^qq^q ^q 
^rr win^^^rT: 3 ^tf^rr: i fqrqqr:—q^ q^sqr- 
fqfwr: I T^STT:—I WflT-T q*§ 
q*q qirqt 1 ■wft^rr: 1 qq qq*t*qTqq 

5T^R> q:—THT I ^q: *q<FqqqT q??qqq?q 
qq^q fw 5 qfq fqqqfqgqqcq^qr^cqq 3TcM^i*ii«-d^- 
q*qq 6 I qqr 

^sT^qfqq'j^i^4^'3i < i -$j O^+K'f-qqf 
qqpjSTqrqqt wrq: qnrcq qqf tut 1 




5 pq ^jqfqqfor qrq qqqpq^m^MlqTq n 11 

3 {^qfT qRqq^qf^qT qrq: q^qwqq^q sregq>fq?q- 
qT^qrqqrqfq 9 qqr qqq 10 qqr qpqr qnfqfqfq fq>qr- 
qfq^qqwrqTq^fq I qqr qT 

f% sftfqqr^qqqfq fqqrqrqTtfr: 

«ps^q qrj qfTqjqqqq-^ q : 11 11^^11 

m ^qq^qfqr^q qqqqr qqrfqqqrWt^r qNfcftmfq- 


(I) A reads this qrq as qqte&'7fq%sqiqo. (2) A transposes 
the lines of this ^Tfer. q^<q lost in A. (3) ??Jjqr qo lost 
in A. (A) lost in A. (5) foqr A. (6) o-^olostin A. (7) 
qqqq A. (8) wsfo A. (9) q^rqqreqK, A. (10) A. 

(II) See above p. 53. In the previous quotation, the reading 
is qqr^q^: (for fqqrqqF’b) which seems preferable in the 
context. 




siwifsr'm * f^^TFcRor to qror 

fTO*FT TOirFFTTcT?^ i ^ 

^r z\mm ii^vn 


q^TT 37 


fafefe^T3T> ^2 qarr^ 3 11 ^ 1 1 

T^Wfa^ 53TW<FT I 

3TWTT: f^3iqf : q i, 3'3'TOTzrT: 5TTOT:—■«t>^ r a<f*lP B i a idT I 
W- TOT TOTTfe^TTOT I S^^TOTcTto- 

c^TTTO 1 ; R£TO I ^ ^ t^TOT ^ fo^TT^ WTT- 

to^ 7 faf^nre^w ^f ttc; ?rfvr i *r*n 

TO?T Srfarfcrcfr: ^^F?f^T 7T7 


gT£3IH: fq»Hfs fTOIqpq*3^g^d q’Miq r qfa'4fd 


*T<n 37 


ZFTT 37 


TOT: 7 I levs | 


3": SKTfrr: 8 IIC^I 

T^TqWfror 33fw*r i 


(1) See above p. 36. (2) 33T? B. (3) See above p. 37. (4) 
fosfRfa-o A. (5) ftfteTRR B (6) g^faTO*5t no. 992. (7) 
See above p. 36. B reads Bnrsnftr. (8) See*above p. 37. 






m 


qqqR: foqrff^qqwqT: sr^iq:—sqfqqrq ,j r- 

%%5qTT I Jg&tfWT faqPTT: FTCqicSpft qq 1 

fwq-Tjf ^ qfq?q fqf^TTq: I qqi— 


^qqq ^rftTfq 
q^ffqf?^>qqqTqqTfa: 2 i 


3rqrf^ ^'Jsi fqfqfqqrtqqqT- 

ftraWsfl II<R1I 


SHT q us rf PqfqqiPq^OTTqT: 

q^qmqrfqqR'dq'<r^f 4 srarqq 
^qqqr 
qqr qr 


fwqr fqTdcnjqTfq^qra'- 
fqnrfq ,*ft|pnq^ftfe<rq i 

q?q oqo^c^;qr1^m^ 


^Rt q^f^r: i 


qjqroqa^ f^d^f<^rf<^fqwr : 6 I Roll 
3rcq qfq^q ^qqqtferq i foqTfqqtq Tj r sqtrfq 

f^qm^q^>qqKq^yrqq% 7 i qqqrfsfq n foqrcnf^q- 
qq qrRqrqfq^qq I 

i<H*< f^qitf^qqwrqT: M*TTT' : ?r;jt—J'NTT qqt- 

5Tqr I ^T^K: wfeq qqfcRjeqK>T 8 - 

#q qqmn qq^qq i qqT— 

qwtqi^Tfq ^Rw^Tqjqq^qr 
qfq*q: qFr^q ^qqqqq^qqfq q i 


(1) Omitted in A. (2) q^qqqf%*{TWfq: A, contrary to 
metre. (3) Quoted in <t>M*fl*<t?n p. 70=-?5T^4<t>Hwl , F (on ii. 
3S)= wk^ rqr{ i. 272. (4) oRftfcq A. (5) rarqqfaqR 
A. (6) 5PTr<T: B. See above p. 33. (7) lost in A. 

{8) qmfqqt qq?° lost in a. 




ddYPW'jfffaci^. 



*" SRtfdT- 

flR^**znTd*f'TOfd TO: qfCdd : 1 IS.? 11 

3nf dPa*imiV<;4*r*i i <Rr**fl 

dfTFfTTcdfd H'dddT 2 
dTdfdsj stRRd'-dWd 1 
dT^d5°n'llWi cTW^TcR I ^5TT^>NR 
^wr 3fyfsrac#5T 5 frfejTdlc^^TTWT qd fcrdrcfd*dd°1 
dPdR: srnRVd 7 Rd^dd^Jdfd ^ [^fa]---3R R^Rdd 
^^srfq’R: sudv^d 1 wr 

^frftd^dd: 0 fcrfd TST'dtd dT^ JJsfdcdT dTdfd ddd^dTdFd 
tiijP'qd'tTd)<IM*R RddIdqPd 10 , ddd dcddPTxd- 

dRdTd I aP^q^td ’ddfd— 

dd 11 ddd 5T3Tdd3TTdt TOdTcddT Pi*Pl P«dK^Mdddffdd- 

dTdtd, dTd dPdR: 12 srriTeV^q' 5TqTT?Rdr^dTddRTdTO^- 
Pdd dddTO?: 13 WTdfd I ^M^TTTdT: F^HdddddT WtV- 
dT^ [^fd]— 3 Td 5 RdSfdfo 5 dt ?ra Sr^cTddTWTd f 5 T>- 


(1) djPRWdfjjd ii. 11, p. i26(Trd*Nnsd). But gfad^rarddY 
attributes it to jnr^p. Quoted anonymously by Hemacandra 
(p. 302) and dT'dd (m^JTf'^;) p. 62. drfvRdddr refers 
(p. 25) to this criticism of the verse to the d^tf^r^lfdcT^TT 
(d^t%3fYfdd^R>SPr 'dTdftdT^lfd’ ^edd dT^SdtddTC^ I ). (2) 
o^TdTPw^ddr A. (3) d of cdddld is lost in A, which reads 
°cdd for oc^d. (i) oq^f% %fd A. (5) ddRddd: dRllddo 
A. (6) dffd^ A. .This is discussed below in ch. iii. (7) A 
omits haplologically all the words from here up to dfdrd: 
5rrdc«i in the next line (8) dTdtedfd A. (9) 'Fftddd A. 
(30) ddTTddfd A. (11) Omittcdin A. (12) dPdd B. (13) 
ffddo B. 





rt^T^^RTT: TTRfa fa*TR^ftRftRRf% I WQJ 

#F^cRT: JRM3RR RTRfq- szt^R MfOTRMW 
foRfa ^Trfw^rrf^Tcf qfOT^TFR RfdWTRFfrfd’ 1 cR^t- 
fTcRU I <J$^ I e«) w l«W« id H i tKWUHqqn^* 

R'RkTTR pspctfi’dT: I RPFTsfTWRsfa «*^diM«M<1: STftPF? 

RRR^RRTRTRR 3 I 

S^RTR fRiJTTRf^R^RrTRT: SFb'KFd <H-^R fP<«<jRf: I 

wnxm rrwj;, ^jeftf^zTT^nrq' 
RrfaTRSFfar? w^wjifw 4 1 *rr ^ faintf^RRRft- 
cRRT H<frRc3diftnfta^ s I 

rtrw r*tt— 

^TF^R *PJTRRRfltR ftflP®R[ 
wffFT^ 0 WW)? f^R^T I 
3rt: f%f%fir^ranwr 7 

RRfa WTCIWStf: ll^ll 

3RT f^nrfr RTfoRR Rfd^R 

STOTORR: fw: *RTcRfR R*rfa I RTRR- 

Rdt^Tdl'-d^ f«RT# I R?RTrf^R>RR^^^d l r ^R-RRrRR^TRT- 
"RddH^lRtTORTR I RRT =R— 


(1) *f?T omitted in B. (2) o*r i <rtRfao lost in A. 
(3) o rdtefa*RRf A. This is discussed below, p. 132. (4) B 
reads RUT^fOTfar (?). (5) The whole of the paragraph is 
dropped in A. (6) *P3TRft A. (7) of^RrfffRnjiTf B. (8) 
©•jrtWR^cT A. 




3r 5 Ptf*Rr*ftfircr*? 


^^TJT^WT wf £ •T^TTfa I 
m wre E FRr^n tffcwretf 
^N't ^TJT%-i: ^rtsPr si4**r *re: I!£311 

are ‘^tsfq-’ ^zre?r tf^rmire 1 3 <rreH ^ i <szre- 

^reJT^iPd^re: ?re^^r ^retfd'w.^refd': i 
cf^r wfa f^f>2Tre% 5 ^i^T f re i 

^*re *reyrN«ww> sq-^re: i 
f^rre^^r^ 2 3 fw swre noni 
tfir l 


^wi 4 t^renrenit ^repretTro^r^r sR*re- 5 
3wt fanrrc*rftr i i^JTTtr^^^zn-: *re- 

w<snfPr?r: wref^cid^id 6 ^r^ir arere 'reform, 


vmw 3'wr 


srtf^qr^^^r *rwt wfcnira' 

qrfa ir ii^u 

i ^ref^zrew 8 1 

tTOT^rforfrot ^wicsnrf^^^rr^ *r: 'reref^rr- 
c^q- tf^ref 



(1) Omitted in A ( 2 ) fcsnrprtsr <T<are A ; fejTFPT- 

fftfre B (both readings corrupt, because contrary to metre). 

(3) <T3;o omitted in A. (4) ^Pfi^re A. (5) ore sre*To lost in 
A. (6) faJTT for ?re in B. (7) ff UVre i^o lost in A. (8) All 
words from t^T up to this omitted in A. (9) oJTFJ^tT o lost 

in A. 





f^Tr^ i — <r% ww: 

VTWmt Wjft^RTT <JTf^T <lH y ri^+ JT^T I %*T ^dHT— 
aftf^FcTW^T | 5Rr#k4 kM^cfT^Tf^fr^iT ^jpft 
*TCM^PTfoT ^TOqRRcfW^rTT^^ I cTdfa^Rt- 
WW^&arf: I srar— 

^fwqf^^rctar *m‘<rct *few*Nrcr i 
3JT*t 'T^T ^fl^FT fa I^TEiT 1 \\$.\W 
3T^T infers: SHTra , ~ 

Jn^RTJTRT^zr^^q- ^fc- 

fa^rfa ^qf^S^c^ryjq- 5TfT- 

T^TRT^§• HT9T ^f% 4^t>I«Ifwtft 3R*RT: ^PT T: <T- 

qn^r^rt 3 fWra'dfd i *ftt sr— 


’ ^rtwdifd^r^zr ^i^fq ^rr * 1*5 i 

vndTRn^F^^r 4 fen:: ^sopspft* spr# 

W'M *njfa*# 5 fa*R m| IIS^II 

3HT oZT^zrf^f TO ?fe TOTTHf ^ SR^T^TT: STfefr 5Tfe 
fa^d+itfiferrfer: . qrrafa q^qrnrq^RTt M^wqPd i 
*RTT <1 dd>W*l*Wd H14d H~& fern**T.TdTWfe 



(l) iTT^T^^m^ 675=quoted in p. 158. The 0FTT 

would be 

^faq^fafTOTF: tPRRft iI^T^^Rr: l 
srfaTT^fawfar q^rfat *faR’Tt : n*rfq f^fir: w 
{2) oq^TeRT® omitted in A. (3) smfa 'T^T^o B. (4) 

A. (5) Jfrtscqu ^ A. 



«<sti qf<i't£{d I fVsTFft qftsftr 

Ti qfcrftrqfqrt^ftr i 


gfBMMBEBliEBifeBBmKGKiSEi 


:: 2 fwiT^cflfd 

CT^r:qn?rr: f+nfti qq*rr- 


qt q'remr^ ^fcr faqq^qq^jr^: TOT- 


^qf^qqfwrq I 


^q qq^qwi fq^rrq 
fqqRqfq— 



H* K«t>' cf ^cri 


*nc qT^T^q fa*wrci i 

IRV9II 

ftqqfe: rffaq TO^T URCW 


?ft*wi qq<H*d j +dT qr +1 <«t> <\ *cqfqfa*r^TPrf^qT i 
# 55 ft—q^qt ^Rqrnrt fqq-qftr: qiqqrqf fqqftq^, qW- 
^qqftf<q-iqTcMTqftT: I —qq qnrqnqTqr^r iJsqT- 

qsrqT 3 qrwfq q^ smrFqq ^vnrtfq srfyq# i q?qT ^qi°- 
gwiwitOoth i qfcfq ^qww:, q?q ^nq^q qq^qr- 
TtWRT ^q^nqqqq»qRT 7 I qqq lj*q*q qT sqqwqT^ 8 — 
^qq’qmqrfwqq: i *jqq*q q> ^wq^RpTqFTTq- 
^qcqqKfqq^qifeqq: i foqq^—qfqrVfqq 9 qrffa^ 
q^qftqftr^qqr^ 10 1 qrff^qjqf‘ fqf^c^qwqtqqr^r- 


(i) o^mwf b (2) o^fecrq^rm^qq^qqo a. (3) q^rr 
A. (4) T*qqi B ; A. (5) Jreq*fWtfiSTqT A. (6) cjWT 

A. (7) ^qiWTo lost in A. (8) *FqqWT A. (9) fftqfa^' 
lost in A. (10) oTSqqf^B. 






m 


1 37cF 5 m «11 <t- 

^rrc 1 ^^zn-ftwr^nr 2 ^ra-f^rk- 

^FWT-RTCt I JRT 

qrs^t t^far^spnfaiff wtrr: %%ct: 
HTm^rfW: ^en *rWt f^s>sc=3rfo: 4 i 

*r#' ^rfe%f ^n^^fiRT sr: 

Rfa: ssrfa # ^sr fwn: *5T*r‘ 6 ^srf^fa* iievsn 

3HT qTftRT ^^P^THlfa TTpT: iRunjcT** 

^wrwircW: vnrft 1 ^ror^PRif 7 sftrrer# i w 3 t 

*<RSr3;*T 8 ^7TT<ft 0 11 till 


*m 2TT 



twrt^nftww vp£«r; i 

TrsJTRT 'jTOnftzrftf fatTr^rfFR 10 «jwth1m«} 

^2rrf4£*(R$swfwr +»^Mi ne5.ii 

3^r v^w^>rftPRrf tow^ i to tt 

TOTS^fa 12 ll?oo|| 

ITcf3TOTTTOTTfTO* FR*TT«PR!i f^^K^fd, 

TO fW^TO *TTO*TT. 13 — 

(1) oSirfTOJjCTSr A. after which lost. (2) 

qtfwiRtao A. (3) TO lost in A (4) fr^s^rfe: B. 
(5) A. (6) B. This verse occurs in *r|RT^ 

version), cd. *ftaPT^,iv. 78, p.54. Quoted anony¬ 
mously in <Kt4cfto°5To p. 52. (7) ^WFo omitted in B. 

(8) See above p. 38. (9) This illustration is omitted here 

in A. (10) B. (11) Zivumm i. 50 (p. 23). 

(12) See above p. 39. (13) cTcqfT etc. omitted in A. 



^ TOtffcrtftfaPT 


^ #lSJf|fa<pfftf trt ff^TR^if f^: IRMI 


m JR^rf ^IT: 


f: ?^r- 

dr mm <* ^d i fag: ^rnTfar 

crfe: I 3?™:—5PT>RTS^ tfa*TT*f 


wrRrt f^r^prt^f znr ^ihihi ftr^FTw 

t<r«rfa# i 


twT jjferr 

fafaft foMi4<^d^sm*r: i 
*EP ^3 WHW Wfd ^TW: ^FRT3f 


fsfaN^iTdWd far^rfa ?r g 11?o?ii 
^ '?t c^t’ '* 3 *nm' ^^FaTfjesrafer- 

TC^FT* dT3^Md1<P( I TO 2 3T 

^n^r^?*ft ii?o^m 

smfr dizr^^dl Rr: i w tt 

5^^tTO7pRT^r qwr grcNr^TT: 3 ii^o^i 
3R %^ddgcR^fat: ^ ^^ 7 nf^ T PT%: 



I W ^T 


sm^Tfa ^spf^T 4 ^r ii^ovn 

3HT gfci^tcp^-dgcj^qt: tf^zrfg^Tf^ I 


(1) 3T*r53RnP no. 85=?pTfwq?ft no. 1627 (anon) = 
no. 377 (anon) =?r^^nfn7rfo ii. 245 (anon) = 
p. 86 (anon)=TO^ft^STo p. 370 . ( 2 ) &ifa5TFT- 
5lffcT^ i. 24. (3) See above p. 38. (4) gwiwniil i 36. 
See above p. 9o. 





^PrrqcTT- 


^Ir^Tfil 2 qT*TTW I 

TO ftf^TTM TOT 5HTT ^TOTOkTT IUoII 

to ^rt src^mr Prtrtoir: <tc>to?r ^^cnr**- 

o 

fTOftRSTO f^oZT# I fTOTO 3 — 
fafeTO tfTO^TO I tqr 5T3T STPRZTT JW- 

TOcTT 4<?4 4 'K^f^rf^f^T: I d M 4TOT:—ZR^qf^T^TO 

*pto to gw 1 tfo-RTTOR: topt: 

SPT**^ I dtHN3" ^^TRPT^^TOTOfRR: qifdMfc^iTOPT 
RfaTOffa: TOITO?Tfa 5 I TOT 

qfhTFsff qPOT^T TO STO^£fafTO *sftf^T 
TOTPTO 6 TOT TOTPFTW TOJJTqtfaw: I 
effort R faqfTOPT>rfTOn; =#TO *RTO^ # 

TOfcT^Tte^T 7 TO:qTTO>TOTO3^?TOPI 8 ll?o^|| 
TO ‘TOTO^ ^TOT* ^T *prfe spfta^T TOfTOT- 



(1) c4fo*r for qq^rr A. (2) SJcPRT A and B. In the 
3%, the word is the same in B, but STc^Wt in A. (3) otsfo i 
foiio lost in A. (4) ottfo TT 30 lost in A. (5) ow- P?TOSfo 
lost in A. (6) TOdlW B ; TOTPror A. (7) A. (8) 
fri mPK^R PT 0 (Berlin MS i. 67a). (9) for ^ in A. (10) 

oSTcftfo: A. ■* 






Ff^rr^TT ^wt fa^R*rfir i ^t^tt wst'tt^tk't fa^fcr- 
spft^r: ^?‘<rqfqTJT '^nr^'-^T^Tf^^cT^T ST%£: 1 
5 ^T^Tfcr— 

3rWr W 3?<*rfcr ll^ll 

3ft<rfar ^zt*T: 

^r^cr i qfoptft—znr zrezrr 

cfT firftfHRt fcjfrf^tq^ fazHTT I «t>Hlc c t>K lj ll^— 
sftfeTO I zpnTRFRZT ZRrcpft *rf^W^d»T ITOI^TRJ, 
<r srorfa^ztorf: i ftnwr—*rtarf fafajrnfr i 

*ptt 


^zirq^crfcr zprj 

^orforzfczr faftrc frfaftsfa *jfe: i 

WTfa^R^: ^’: 

llto^ll 


OT TT*T: §wfe^T?TO^fh^^T5n^ ?«TWrfaT*T- 
*T<fT^ fa Tl ^ tkl Pf}+STZTcH'TpW^fafa^i H T^TT 

jjfef^fcrc 3 fw w i sp^f^^r^TT^- 

*t»IHfs ^7T^FKnJn^f?F I 

trenjUT^ZTOT fzRTZT SSffaMf 
r^l^fd- 


(l) a. (2) t*j<> ix. 58. (3) Pt^rt- 

A. (4) «fTTOJ*^o A. (5) o^i^FifT: A. 






m 

h & fv * vpfcrarct i 

w srsft ys'nTfir mmm \\\R\\ 
stot s^ssswr 1 st ototsw^stto 2 ssfss srss- 
S*SfW*ftr: I 3T^ftfs OTS: I SS SOT S<SS: 3SS- 
'S^St OTStSSt 3 T*SST 5OT% g*sfs I T^5T:—5RSSTS 
faSTSfS%r: SScSS fsfsfifcfts?S: 4 ^ftsfsfo I SST— 

ST^fd SS STS f*KI 5 f>^SS 

fss?^ sssOTftercfss srss s"t spfsfs: 6 I 
S^S STSfs STS^ sfsstf S^SSTT S 5T- 
sf fsSTSTfcW>SSSSS>SfcTSSTOm: 11 ^ oval | 

'ssstts' 5css 7 ^rfs scssswr *rs*%% sfajrftn 

Sfltjs ' gs:'-5T«s: gsOTfesi srfssrfscss 8 S^SS: I 

Ss srsr»?srsTstsss>: sss>: sotf s?rsrasssfssTS- 
srrcs® sstsss stts 10 fssis<5i*ft+jsssfssi dsY<*jdW- 
cSTSSSSfesfodSTSP^S 11 fSTOTSSS^ Scsfarresst: 12 S1ST- 
OTT SWT fSSKSfa— 

S$SfgSfl^fsST<TSh I 

STSSSi*itfSS^ S $m\ S^SSiST II ^ II 

srsTr ssswr —st s sfs st s^ststt ^sfas«sfsft3ST 


(1) This phrase is lost in A, but marked by no lacuna. 
(2) 3TTTT omitted in A. (3) *OTfto lost in A. (4) 'TTcftSS: A. 
(5) fSTT A. (6) 4T Sff: for SFFTfs: in B. (7) S%TTfacSo lost in 
A. (8) fssfalfaSTtft A. (9) SfOT lost in A, which also omits 
ftnrPT. (ie) swrs B. (l l) faTrsskfa tj^ssrrcs«Tsrefs|s-- 
A. (12) S?4 lost is A. 



TO^sftfaP?; 

: I 31 Wild dd^d: I +t^5ft—dTO <t^clldT- 
yrd^fTO'd^tCd l+TuidfF^TOddt TdTfeftdd ^TT- 
SnrfdMWI-R I TOd—di^+'dlfddcdd I TOTOT 

fVd dmTOtfdd d^d dTdtdrd dd I df<<- 

JJddddfd—MSI < tMtq^t^f<,d>iNd dfe$Tfd dt Tdrfd- 
*d<M+mdcTO I TO— 

dd^t 3 dd dfTOfd ^T ^T dfd dt^T dd 1 II* o^n 



fOTT: dcTO<Sdfw^<<t fdWRTO3rf^TO^%> 
^Wrtfwr dfrowd: didfa 3 dreddddi 3 
d*fdfadfd I 3-5T*OT d dWd: 'Jddd TOTOd: I TO 
dT— 

3TdWTd TO fdd>T: 
faddT d>Hd: d^ST^t # I 
d d dlRddl dTC^ftfd- 
dfTOd d fdWlcdT*d: 4 II?oe.ll 
3Td §7Tt: qTjqx ^l^cd^MWR^^d^: 6 fddrfd^- 

'd'-si^ferd toit- 
^H^r^ddf^^RfST^^'Id'^ddd^Rdi 6 ddtfdd TOffd 
dldddddt d*J^Tdfd 7 I =d fddTfdT^dT- 

^TddddtdTTdT Mdldd I TO" d— 


(1) See above p. 89. (2) HTdRprRd^Ko B. (3) Omitted in 
A. (4) fdTTTOT B. iv. 3=M-^[«te> p. !56=$To*WT$I 

p. 690. (5) o?TPR^TO: A. (6) B omits S3T and reads sddd for 
3TOT. (7) ?PJ«ftedfd A. 





7W7TWT: 

*r 3 1 n??oii 


3TT •TT^R^^T 


Uva^LlLL-l 


£H1 


'g'-ST®^: ^WpT TO^TOfT- 

*pfanT% I 
i>cT£tR^ 

c^TTcf T^R^T sftaafafil 8 I T*TT l — 

z^T ?^T*T *?^fenT ^if'clHlMctMci ^ 

*f»fa sjfarcfsrcr liVw&q ftwft: 5 11 ? u n 
3PT '3^?^' ^RfN* WFR^Tft | trswifalilfM 
ftwrfwmwiiv ^nr^r^KTT i a?^f*R- 

^to trt W4tafawgffrafa<n sriw+'^M'tfW- 
ct^rrfa 6 Hdi^ifd i 

^kTTZR: M+KI«IIHV>sftr ^f^FT: I 
dfa< i afRy r fa ^#acrt stRtt^ ii?^ii 


^•q^+^qrf^ 8 3^41 *rt#f«PlY cR# 

mp: sqferr: 9 *rt: f% OTroraftanf— 

sfftT 7 * t ?f^r?TT* • 
*H<K<tat 10 fa^FTPH^WJI ^ || 


(i) 3Tf»T3rmf^ iii. 78-wwrwhr p. 156. (2) oqgir rcrwtar o 
B, which also reads ^fa*rPt^R4o. (3) o^ ^>o lost in A. 
(4) Omitted in A. (5) 15. (6) 'jflfqcic^To lost in A. 

(7) Omitted in A. (8) lost in A. (9) srnfcTT, A. 
(10) ozi^o lost in A. 









( r^rq TOrmrnr 

5Tff5T sf^T: SWT: fa 1 RI^^^Rid I: I fwfa 

—TTFR^^T sfhTFT, 3Rffr*P*T f^(V^rTq I ^cliq^ Rq- 
^ifaiK^uflzrT 3‘WT I 

mr 1 2 * * — 


<n?<tor^fa 11*^11 

3T^r f^rw-rr ^qwprfa fm ^f^zj 

<fd—fwtRr^r w+4Pw ^ i 

srto-^-^rr-^ *fwr ^^twptR ^Rrtf^^PT i ^t^*t- 

?T-5T^Td PPH 1 <4 Pd *?PT I 
^TTWRT ^fFFT q$ gm 37 

ifcr i 


jrzrnnr^ 

tfK^fd— 


f^ra^pflr 


^f^Trrfq- 

WWHTTfctTFZT^- 


q^q^i^RT *tt q^fteiftRt 

<rc*TT3faq a 


3e?st qi^Hwai cT^IT: ( fi , -q«lPt>^ RR^Rp? 
?fbTT ^wsfa I WI—q^q^qi^Kd^TT I q^F#^ 

Tc^ Tf?T 5 ^faWF^ TORT ^IPKcTm cT^Wqc%^T I 


(l) Omitted in A. For the quotation, see above p. 119. 

(2) B reads 3F3c7T: STScW’Tgfqtfl in the first and 

in the second line. (3) dPmutf A. (4) The 

Vrtti appears to read osrg^T^ (5) TcSFn: A. 


f>- » *v 

iJdPTWr: 


fVfefa:— i 1 \ 
WVfwr ^—totztt TOrrtr^r^ *tt m 

a*ftarr i —3^?3T, ^znfiwrcmtor i crmf^rr- 

*TT*ffar u A | R«jt| <ukA 4^ ^tw 

JT^lT^ 3TTf^KRlT^ I ^t^5FT—I 3TWT- 
T^TOrJi^nfT 3T^rrf^T 5 5t n T,z n^r: ^tft zrzt 
sF&?m*{ I 3P=ZT^ —^qJRPffelRt^ I F75TT: 

*fts^ r3T*fte^d'4>?fawa'i 2 *Ht?K i 

WRI^ISIdlH--n^lwoijw I *1^<“ 

Wgj: ^ ^zn: ^^T- 

^RT: -I'd -CtfeviH<f>HI { < fc«*i *1 °t> < r< ^m i*i* h?- 1cti ^‘Wfa Pd 3 I 


<T3$«T ^Tf^ZTT: t T^TFR ^PTfa ^WlfVf^ftPU^ 51 ! ^V 
wrr«w f%*rfa ^wrsftf^r#?# 
f^RZTf^^% dWfftl: I 3TW^ *TOPRnrf* 

■yrra^nr 4 ,3pzr^ ^TTifezr^frc^Tf i zrr^;- 




3^z^T 

^VciT^I^+dc^H 6 , 3^^ *ff» 
srnfk: ?fh^PT, stpft'j dfe<i 

$3*5 <£ H'-hOC 7 , «(l t W<J «»>**♦> I oq«W<u|tf 

^^ r y?wfWW* 

fecfta ^q - : 11 


I ywcfrff?- 


i w 


(1) *HSc*nf5rcNfl o A. (2) ff^JT omitted in A. (3) B adds ^ 
before g$*TK. (4) o3*tf<U«lo lost in A, which reads after 
the lacuna oj^ (probably WRV(.) (5) o«pUirt<r>o lost in 
A. (6) for W in B. (7) o§^T ^o lost in A. (8) 
Omitted in B. (9) o^^fafao A. 


f^RR^r 1 ^R^^^rir^f^ftfsr^FRmt 2 feaTO fa%r- 

sreTT^Tfaf^q ^5^ TOn^^ror fa^qqfd, q^r-rto^- 
^S+rk 3 wwfqfa#:— 


w?rt^#T ^m 4 ii?ii 


q^pftiRTqT M^if^d^q 6 qTPT^q 

^R ST TO I fqrfq^cqd^l^— 

^IT*qqf<R^<<c<R° I ?R?fdWft *T: 

TOfcRR: §RTR *ft$qro?ftreTTO^, 

TOihj*Rc#?T i to > 

<.^rj | q’Sfi't zfts^fy TRlfT'TqqidT- 

fVfil^: 5TR: qi-q+f^iqt fqqi^TcTTqy H '4TdRT- 

TO^TO^ 7 *T>TOR qftnT^iTT faq*T^ 8 I 'TR^R- 

irfr sq^rofq srfdRTO^TOi <rfo?w 

*rqfa— toT^ rtostrr 9 ^ot 10 * 

qrsq T55HH <1 «J| I q I <1 d I TOtofrzRT *OT^fd, 

^fRTTtf^TORRW^ I 


( 1 ) Omitted in A. ( 2 ) A reads STO*TWPrcrTo. ( 3 ) 

B. ( 4 ) This Karika is missing in A ; but this is marked by the 
words sRr^TTfe instead, at the begining of the qfa. i 4 5 ) 
5 r? 5 ?ftpRFr A. ( 6 ) R dropped in A. ( 7 ) Omitted in B. 
( 8 ) fcfrr r gfrr A. ( 9 ) o^q^fijpwFnPT a. (io) 
^<mr(?)A. 






m 


^ ten 

sftnmr# i ^rr 


? *T*N «fi PfcKw «ma m i 

? TT^rrt ^WFZT- 
^ftci^ktfafa *T 




dT*r stRt 3 1 

^tWlfd^TOd Ff 4 ^feT- 

1 <*m 1 f%^°^^f7Gswj3dTzr spjt- 

*nWta*sg qr ft wE fom 1 ^nrrRr^re^r erw, wr- 

ftrefat ZTcT faqfuT^q' *T 10 

^q^irrzT 

pn^q 11 T^rftqfrqtq-^q 37 *r«n*are*sKr?fRT 1 d*rr 
%fe*R 12 fort fo^rartfa jdrfa 

?^WOT^ 13 -f^^a , q , fT^ 14 -paTSRTMKV ^w^t^i- 
^crt srfrtrt, s^rrtW+Vt$*fi 4 rt*r 
qrrfc ^ 16 1 ^«tt— 

AT RTSi^jft ^ frt?*T d'^ 
sw^t^^rt 16 yft for^mi 




(1) HT*n^T yr rt rc rey ** A. (2 ) b. (3)*tpj 

sft% A. (4) A repeats *JT*l*rt *. (5) os^n^r A. (6) A 
adds a * before fas^T. (7) ocpjf for o<m A. (8) arifq omitted 
in B. (9) qfTFrer A. (10) Omitted in A. (11) q of ^ 
lost in A. (12) q- *pfaffaR„ B. (13) A is corrupt here and 
reads gfacTracT. (14) o?raqfto lost in A. (15) for Tfoff 
in A. (16) lost in A. 






TO**# ^Pif^dsfq - to : 1 ii^ii 
3^ TOfTOTOTfa'*lft$ *TI TOT^: *tWot*T: 
MfdMKfa^faqtf: 2 I ^iw*VM«*diM<*<?9*i 8 ^T^T^TT- 

I TORT 4 ^TOlfdTO^ITOT- 
SJTtn^H' ^•^mifd<>- 

STFrf^Tfir 6 S^TOTIWH rtV^NTOT ^V^TPCdi ^f- 
q^Td I fd^fqir^—M dTd fa ^TR'FpTTd- 
szrfwdVfe^dfdrro wrTFdt^r 7 siftroftr: sr^^YflT- 


b^Ri:M:HK«;Ea;imsBHEKi;igia;caigMgikKiBamiiai 


fa^^FT^TRT 'ffr- 

I q^TT— 

ft*RT fofd^TO sfefdTO 

N3 * « C 

qftw?> : I 


^RdT^fTW f^fad f% d TRT TO5T: 11 IRII 
TO dT— 

^ftTO^ffe^TOTO 12 

fWRT:qr?^T ^^d^dT^nd^tdSRT: 13 I 


(1) f*TR:° vii. 13. (2j o^: sifdq’o lost in A. (3) TOfor3T*d 

in B. (4) dFT^B. (5) TOdRq?T»fafWdo A. (6) Prdfad 
for ftpfcrRin A. (7) StfTCRTC B. (8) TOT B. (9) B drops 
.and Aaddsre before ^i^r (10) B omits ^Prfd:. (11) 
Quoted in *FTOfor p. 234 (anon). (12) ojttTO A ; B 
drops © Pro. (13) A and Tj?ffaTdr: B. 







TFT^Tt t 1 mrwfa jfft: fotere s i 2 
^TT^r?Tf^% 3 mf^^^T^F^TT 4 ||^|| 

WT ^ 

^finivn 

7FTF 3T— 

sftw g*FRft T?^ 
^I^Tri^q-fT^: 7 ft^^pTTskr fTs^rr: I 
f¥^ sftF'ct f^fOTT R , 4<ffj4ft a to’r<ft 

*FT: 9 I IK 11 

TOT 3T— 

^TFTt fa^T 10 ^fcT ll^ll 
JFTT ^— 


3rf|w3Fr^3rR^t *pitohito£ m*m *rc iivsii 





3WTFFT 




(1) ox0t JT lost in A. (2) fafogq i A. (3) A. (4) 
*FRT A. (5) *RFr *r: A. (6) flfo i g q fc fcT A. This verse is 
cited above, p. 75. (7) lost in A. (8) A. (9) 

i. 13=^ ; 5<rsRo no. 68=Hemacandra p. 134 
(anon)= jf4d J !> ,I Tf •> ii- 751. (10) See above p. 44. (11) The 
verse in corrupt in A. In B also, some of the readings are 
not clear. For <7 <n*T 3p:^, A reads ^ 3 T<tjtt^, B 3rmT%5 ; 
for ^3l^3Tvr?R^fl|, A reads In the second line, A 

reads smftre for 3rf^R, and The verse is quoted 

anonymously in tcTRierfar p. 106. The 3mT would be 
ti'j’jlflfr ?£cfa*fRft *f cTT^T^Rr I 

^ STCFT II 



«*• 




d >TWT 

i qf? sqprrfqqr 

^d<l dH'H^fqcJT?, d gH +1 <q fa »tfh w n 4 I 

W— 


qfaTs^rr 3 ^ qqd 1 ^frqrr^rfcr 5 - 

f^Td^f^rRPTifteiH 0 I 



f¥ W d ) r <<.d^xi<i«ri5fd?q‘ ll<£ll 


3nr ‘dPdfRi^^rfsrfddrtifd' ^'Ptztt ^q'nrrfq^q' 

^T^qTJ^ftfecT^ I 7T*TT 3T— 

WS^ir^^dr^^PTf^T: 7 sfinie.ll 
^dqqTcftq 8 *jtopd*T I q^F^T^faT 
fezrr^fT qr^Tf^ *qmfoFfiq fa- 

^facgqfw* ^qfd,^«2Tf^ MVdT^dT^5^dfir% 10 I 
3T^ yffi^FJ 11 T$T, ♦j’Md) R <d <ff^ I ^ 55 FTC q d cTR^ 12 I 
3FnfffFT Jd:, S’ CTcr gcRf *nT73pTd I dTFKdd 
Hqffd^iifq^T: ^qT^Tfq^frl^q^ST fi rfq' TqTqTfT* r Fq*qr- 

qrcpft fcnjfq^qffa fiwiqiSftq 16 


(1) osr^TfPTT ^ B. (2) for B. (3) A. 

(4) ^ A. (5) ^fcwg'trrfor: B. (6) TFT*Tta: A. (7) *<Tftfa: 
lost in A The full verse is already quoted at p. 44 (jtFPTt 
above. (8) qdT^TRto A. (9) osrnrfa^' lost in A, which 
repeats ^qPTlfWfa after these words. (10) 

fl ^RPT for oJjirttt in A. (11) ^....%gA. (12) ^K^TT* for 
B. (13) sr^ro lost in A (14; ^fwflpRffiiq; A. (15) 
fTTTGT^frq q? A. 






m 


r 1 1 3T 


^5^f%c^^i^K*-^i*'^zRf?rr (l) 2 ^rr%5T?Tc#T 3^4- 

BPT: **T*r%RT 3 * wtfar fftitiftmil- 

^TOFTT^T 5 * I7cr 

TO: i <rcfa rwer<j^ cw^r<w^q° fa iwnrftq ht- 
5rn- 7 * ^ faro^t * 

TOPFR^ ^Rrgfft ^fdc^dpqr ^>Tfa3fcflc<ll$- 


^TTO I 

fMtff^'^sfII R w 

3TCTT fert^TT ^'hw^: 9 TOfo*T fafpfa: tffe I 
d^toifa I J ^?5Tt—^5IT^T^^^^5PWlferV I 

s$sf ?^nfTOJTTfr4' ftrenv^TOT^wsTfiRf ^ 5rf^r^r%- 

lf<slq>ifli *RT vfWIfltf d'T 5fl«d ^TW TT AT 

d4V*al I 3pif^r —'3aaV«<a«l e fifa4>l r a<i'l-q< > i I 

^dVRdcM'zmt tfts*TPjfe***RT 
TOtsftrcnr:, fa fa^rffai^r. MftrasvNKRfar : 10 vteflr 
5WffiT5TT*ft *fhKt fwft 11 flT d4t«wfd fatff: 12 I 
faf$fdfa*i4: i rffaw ^— 


(l) o^qr^o lost in A, and arvqsrq^q for apnrfaw^r A. 

(2) WPTinj A. (3) g for A. (4) _ 

corrupt in A, some letters being lost. (5) 4<jqq?rraTC*n?fpT B. 

(6) d3fdfPfcP[do lost partially in A, which reads only JTf^o. 

(7) lost in A. A reads 3T^R6PWT. (8) This fafa is 

missing in A ; but it is marked by the word [ar]qtc47fe at 

the beginning of the q%. (9) W*iRr«lTW A. (10) • 

aw^Klfod: A. (11) Omitted in B. (12) 5TT%fa A 

(for *fd fqtT^:). 



SvI 1 q^PT?: ART: foTO, 

^RTTRTW qf<wai W 3 ^nf^T: ^tsczrfePT: 

^T 4 ^TRfr I dfe- 

sfrr ^5i% G sc*rrfe u?ou 
^ STf^mi^r qfc^r: vzmv 
^fbrrfdSIZffwpft 6 fafaelfnfa^iqtsfrnft*!#, *FT *id*i^siqT- 
wvt^rfvm f^^wfl^if^- 

dc^<?M u l dc^lWlfWRgd «PHdW»JOTMfatM'«*{%{I 

srfcr*mw, ^r i <rfer- 

wr ^tstotk sr^rq-Rr: i 
to ^ 7 fwri <wi 8 q-(\#d 9 ii^n 


#qr fer^rr 

TOTT I cK3TfT^Rf TO AT 5rF^^f^f^^ 10c ^5^IT-- 
5?T^R^1 TO^TT +-|fxf|qq^d | dRRTC ^fTTOcTO>irTO- 
gR^lcTRrlP^d^^TTr: 11 ROT?: 12 qfr<S^ I TOT 


3ITOT: TOfasft ^IMfdTH^TOft R q^FcRTfo: 
^^•lU<d: ?TO RTORtTOft ^ 5®TO>T: I 


(1) ^ ?T A ; *rfe ^ B. (2) B has dropped all the sentences 
from here up to the end of the first line of SI oka 11 
below, but supplies it wrongly later on after Ttf^TOT on p. 
141, 1.4. (3) foi R . (4) Omitted in A. (5) See above p. 129. 
(7 )toT 3TOB. (8) ftf^TB. (9) sifMg^r ch. 338. 10=quoted 
in ssRirato p. 222. (10) faTOT A, which drops 3rf<r. (11) 
'far forfa^rinA. (12) Omitted in B. 




^T 1 ^ frl l^'d c T>*l^wt 

g^pift ^T: 2 1^11 

3PT ^Rfr^TT: «MfaHf«RtftafawraTO 'T* 3 ^ T^T- 

3r*ra^HT^rater ^ srftfy refad; yfa^r dwftfq^- 

y 1^1 M^fadTi , flT'HI’^H»ll$l c^Td 6 q^ 

fd^T fa^fafadTr I mi ^ ^TTWf^r^ZTF^TT *mt 

femRT *2PT*( ^fa *pTTT ^^{ly#cT 7 I 

*T: fo^ 8 Wd^fdKTC^ ^fa^^fadreOdPc^dld 9 



#7fa WPT#: srafa# I 


(1) Omitted in B. (2) fwrtfsfal i. 8=gmfwRfe 1467= 
STF^T^ftr 3268=35TWFra**fa> ad iv. 2 (anon) =^T£7?fa^5To 
p. 175 (anon)=tfT%4^fa p. 516 (anon)=*pFarsrfrT ad x. 6 
(anon) etc. (3) *f<T7TFR A. (4) After oer^TTOT, B introduces 
the passage dropped on p. 140, 1. 2, after 4>'4«. (5) o?pjf%<T 
B ; «5TPTT f? T A. A reads ©;TR*rR*U£R«J^rite dropping ^*7^ 
7*PF. (6) lost in A. (7) *P&<rffr A. (8) fip^T A. (9) o?nj- 

f-4dl<KNf4idc4 Tc ( B ; oni^ lost in A, which reads vjfao 
forsfao. (10) ^T^T^JT forqrpfaT’T in A. (ll) oiftf^zr lost 
in A. (12) arftfsrTOTTo for snfrttWo in A. (13) oijraf A. 
(14) of^ro lost in A. (15) o?r To lost in A. 






fafirfdfaFTO ^ 5 ^: m i to 
fefe ^ fWt 7 ^ f¥ J^TOfTOTO 
f¥<T$F ^ 8 swttfs 9 F^f^TOWTOI 
^ i b <A*n 10 f^'*4 m *1 h dl fe*rFfprrfa: 
^^T^^TOTRf^T 11 TOR^f^FTOTII^I I 

TOTf'F* fror ^fwi fd'iil fTOTT- 

f^TOt Mto srfror# 1 to ^—sr^dfas- 

fTO F 12 TOfefq- TOTO- 

s^ftr 13 tot 1 tottf 5^TOf<TO^Vrfd fd^q-nriTO 


(1) 3TTW for 3TO3' in B. (2) ST$iar for in A. 
(3) ^rm^^qcTTfft^TO: A. (4) sfrptat farrfg' A. (5) TO^- 
?TT?f TOTOg^TO A. (6) The word ^R is corrupt in 
A and reads JTfafsr. (7) The verse is very corrupt in A. 
The beginning reads FT sftfwt. (8) far ^ TFT*^& B, contrary 
to metre. A reads f¥ clssg iffT^ missing one metrical syllable. 
(9) fratufeA. (10) The name is lost im A. B reads oiTO?^ 
contrary to metre. (11) ©snfljo lost in A. (12) B. 
(13) s^rfd B. 







IKBimUKEKKBIEHilBiaBI 


^nn^rf^rfe : 3 farm i zrRT^J^nf^f ^5 

<rttftr 3T fsf^^^RtWcr ( tt ) e^sr^^n ^ 
fq^i <P^W: I dqdfa^cMSTr ^Mfq i 4 S?F?pr- 
5TOT>rf^W^^T 5 TmI fd^l^sf^Ml'IMq^ld^T 5 

<i,d<i dfi<rd4^T 'dd^fd I dlfd^l^c^ 

ii?vii 

5c*r?*TT:, *d?WI H^'5T 55 m fa *1^9 «+W 7 

fcRT 8 \\l\\\ 

^ e h<Yii*^i^ c K3’H 1 dWRT 'T^nrfiRPrt- 
fad <qq ^MdMcM^MHidift 9 'T f^f^f^rfr 5 ^ 10 1 ^ffa"- 
3rf^ \Mfe d- ^ T 5 ^qT 

^R^wt 12 ’TT^T I =T 3^: I *R°Td> 

^lfa*I^^T ^T: ttzrfiTc^, cRTfT ^d^TT- 
f^rzrf%?TF^7T%f^ur ?r I 


(1) so37?n«To A (2) oj?«To for ?TTO*nw for ^nj^nnw, and 
•aW^FTRT ^jf^TPTo in A ; e*n^RT*m?TT^ B. (3) oSKRTTo 
B. (4) $#3rfgf|5rT. (5) 5RRt for (oSRnftc), sprjrt, s^rfa- 

SRJPirfaSFT A ; B. (6) ii. 91. (7) o^si%^- 

A. (8) «TT^ ii. 85. (9) ^cf S^PTR A. (10) 
A. (11) oflnTT^qqfa^w^Rtq’ A. (12) 

A. (13) oT£RPffa° lost in A. 










<YY 

TOiwfTOfcrcf 



m^TOl^VlT^TOrc^: I 

^ 5 wm to* traiftfiriWHtoi^ iwi 

<prej 

fro^r q%rfr ^3°: fwft *far^ 3 ll^l l 

^TOTOZf TOTO-3TTOZT WmPTOp=t: TOPJcTO 

szrfafwa'ita to*t tott*: 4 1 ?r*cftfo sto:, 

fozTRTCTOTO 6 I f^—TTW^TOT^^Ts^TTOTTO I 
*TPT?: 3J*nTR«R5rwn: ifa$* to: 5rf^S5^^TT5zrf^- 
tfrot £ tot 0 VFjwftm 7 ctto: i 

fJTO^f ffafft TOTOTTB - ^ 8 I ^5T<J—TOf^ftffitfTO{ I 
TO <=H TORW ^TOTOTOTOT ^TrfvTf^T: 0 ^q^frfTO 10 
*T* aftfW *pfaf ^ZT TOffo^ I ftewftonS-—^: 
frofa I zp^fTOg: 11 ftrqtg^flwv UflftW 
rTC* ^iTOZT TO^rfam: 12 I fTO^ 13 , 3Tr^^ZT 

to, *Fft$rft pfl<*'if‘t>’ 14 srfrtftTOT'TszTftrcPp 

PptPt T«T^5f 3*f<TfTOT*T I J<T *e*TT$—*TC>TO*pt- 


(1) A. (2) A is exceedingly corrupt here and reads 

TOmfTO.... fTOW^fTO^TOWt (3) These two ^faPTs 
are missing in A, but marked by HTn?$?*rrft: instead at the 
beginning of the ijftr. (4) ®c^ lost in A. (5) S>mT for 
.?TOfr in A. (6) m* B. (7) ^ fSprrfq- A. 

<8) ?rWRTT^ B. (9) ofaf|<J: A. (10) A. 

<11) fang: for Mg: B. (12) av^facTO B. (13) cTOT A. 
(14) gTOfpStt A. 







i ircterr: p^rfwV ^tt: 

w^ft^^oT^^r^rRTt sfawfon 1 ^tztt: i f^Hfa 

<Tr3kd <R’^c ? T ? T: I q>ri't>Ri<^<sqf^K?J3T f^rf^T:, -d<rt><d- 
f^’r^TSTRT^T'T# t<qTf^WTRTT*(, ^°tr T^cf^zrfV^TT:, 
^rfcr: i <rfe*nr rncqq ^—^tt fa^rq farqfq 1 
‘hw'M^H^^^i^^rroflfcfifV q> ^frcrc^pfcfrfqflT mhm frq- 
fjqqc#* 2 ^ztcTztY^rt# 3 , tort*? *mffe- 
5r^crT<iwr4o^rcr<% q>ftraftw&QTur fo*rfa 

^tt =q, ^T^cnrr^ft^TRZT'iR w<r^q- 

fPfRteq qr f2rr^^q , ^7Tra ,5 f^r^%r^T^# ^ tk: 
RfYRYRTf^zr^^fs^r^T^prfTcrrzTr: qrrc°PT i qsqw^Jsr- 
qfaq? 0 zt: ^fwi^wiM+n^rezr qTfoffarstf* f^yrr^zn 
wprftre# i zTOT^Fm^t gr^»n^ wtfr * mf H q r 
3irzrft«TcrFrt ^^vncn^^JTzr^snFrw q^Waifarorir 
^nnTWTOfrft frqfa i 

aforffr ftga 7 -- 

amrcm: qfyftar^rf^amrct 8 fa i 

3T^5ffa arPro^ft sq 5f3R qT3rt qfroft 9 nun 


(1) Repeated in A. (2) <jq*F fa A. (3) gtSTeTOT VTCTft A. 
(4) ojjwt^ A. (5) The whole passage from here to the 
beginning of the word of the verse Yqr >rWo 

next is lost in A. (6) srfxT 37 B. (7) fa for fa in B. (8) 
ftf^3T^o B ; our conjectural emendation is from the qftr below* 
where qfafeRT is used twice, as well as from TTSTCNr’s sankri- 
tisation of this verse. (9) This verse (from Gaufavaho 87) 
occurs in Sanskrit in Rajasekhara’s VT«pforfaT (p. 52). as 
follows : 






3TT SPjfd qtfqWd: Ml fd fd >TRfTFF^- 

m ^i d-md srf^fe^rn^RT ^Frlscz^nfa 1 d^dqfd^H^- 
f^T^unq^ifcdaizr Wd *ft qrd^Mf<*M"«s: d dzjfd 
d^fc+nW ^dd ^^rf^PT ^^-dsfq- qiqdTd 
fddfdd H'fajtfd I d^-Hi*^ ^difnH M^dPr- 

smr^\ dHd<Rf^ d*n —mmi qrfas^d: srfd- 
ftarar^^TRt^iiii^ftwJjf 2 5drd^ i t^qfwiddrd- 
d*?T d iif^ti R^d^id JJi^aftfd dcHlddlsiHia- 
qrqTTOdFfrdd dfd*dcftfd dWrR- 

d4dlfd dd?d: I 


qsrfq T^T^nrwnwRFrt w qrfqqftw^d ^ftf^nr, 

ddF^d'FK^d f<qqiqdwq«Jq^ fadT ^JWT- 

fWTftc3dlP*Wd*q Wsmrw qft?$Td> ddTOdd 
fd«reWd?q tfgRTKTtfdtdTT^Tdd dTS^Tddfq qr#fa*zf- 
^OTT|, S^Jdl^Tfdfld WI^IHI^d qfdWHTd I 
ddT— 


SzndTd^ft SdRIWdl W 3 ll^ll 
^dd 4 *3d'iV««^d\if<' j i: jd id^d dWtdrfd^dddfdRsjfd- 
fwf^>drfd5Td*d fodfa dfedr^ddrftcd^f^d I vm 
-- 3^zn: ?PTfd^ 5 ^fd ll^ll 


far dlWd<>:° sfd II? £11 


flfcfcrnjqrt drfofa: qfafsd^tadrftsfq i 
. srorafrspjirt f^nfd dTdt qfaq^r n 
(1) og^>ra>fq B. (2) dKt'd^qcqfasppr B. This is a 
reference to the *d?qn?rto. (3) dST B. (4) ?fo d B. (5) See 
above p. 140. (6) See above p. 60. 


^T^q^Tj- q^TRts^ft faw zf: fl^pHTT 1 
q 5 ii«'«t>K«HiWl *i qTs^zpq^rfc^qf^ 1 u^o || 

wrpfter^ui *t*tt 


#Tt ^W^r«frtKi^«;i a 7J^rTT^:Frf&T T7 Tt 
ST*T «f>fw*J*i«d*i*iKfti 3 «di^4H*ir*t I 
fifcm w ^^w^^q-q^q-sTjTT 4 
# 5 'jfR 5R5hT^rf% Prwtftwft^r: T^TT: 6 IR?II 


3nr wfa s rf%^, 

iwr^r^rTiRwr szr^^zmzr ffr*rfa 
•jci'flowa *i 'il^T P< H ^ l ^ T r d ^frl 7 di<j«t> ^4**^- 

$?t *tto*wr*pt: ^rfWt^zr «FrPrtr ifrorfa- 
^fewreffi 8 I 7T?«TRTg^ (df<«*dejfTl {^ffajtTzft *T 
?^ZT# I ZTTT 

whft zn^pn* srr^FT <r 9 $rfrzrrc?r* 

^ZTTc^r 10 *T aT^fa 11 JT *T#3TfT? fircr*rfcfr ia 1 
ipfft ^rnrfq- +i«r<^*rtV ql^wwirc 18 - 
szm: *^-4srr^: IR^II 


(1) This is TOfojrri. 20. (2) fat *T>T^o lost in A. (3) 
lost in A. (4) for PRA. (5) Lost in A ; B reads ^srf 
only. (6) Quoted in p 87 (anon). (7) 'Rnrfq^T- 

ffaB. (8) g fo greift A. (9) SR A. (10) B. (U) 

o^tto lost in A. (12) 4TrTffa A. (13) ^ for w A. 

The last two lines of this verse have been already quoted 
above p. 33. • 










3fafan?[rfa^FT: ^nfzpTT^: 1 ddfadldf4^fa^4rt^irqqq- 2 - 

^V<4 fa Pd < i) q) 44 'jfl n P u l fa - 

3fa*$«i TO h PvPl q h 4 qfa Pd 0 Ph a: ?R TddT*TRtzT*rFT: 3 
f^JTfT 1 ^zr^TT^^m ^rfa^I^m^zrfd I 3i%t 
^WT^TfTOnrt 5T#F ddlfa firfddtPdd dOT ^Pffa 


TOTO: TO iftw^ 6 I 

smrarorfq- fwcrr: 8 1 

to ?tto 9 qrfro dfer^i^ifzpft^ 10 ii^yi , 

IrZRnS^fafft 11 I 

tT4Hp^l4lP^4lPdd|dtfwi*ZT ^T^ft'T 1 fa) Pi 4 ft 4 d H- 
^ TOft^zr 13 f^zrfVTO fa^lfd— 

%d*HT 3f^HT ^ f|f^i ^TiT v 14 11^11 

TTTdFTT 4 wfa Moffat ?F4TO qfTOF?: I —fefWT I 

£ fat TOTt TO dffafaxTq; I ^Td 15 gfzfaTOTO*? 16 I 


(1) lost in A ; so also the next letter ?T. (2) osscr for 
?ynR A (3) B ; s 3 TffdT A. (4) o^R^qr^: foo lost 

in A. (5) ^4o lost in A. (6) o^irfe^V A. (7) ^.... 

5^3npB A. (8) o?rr: lost in A. (9) Wtt'i A. .(10) °^R- 
^ifTdt A. (11) STTOTOft^fV A. (12) The word is corrupt in A— 
*TCfat. (13) ^pfY® lost in A. (14) This 4>rfT4>r is missing in 
A, but marked by ^l4Rlf*K4Tfe instead at the outset of the 
(15) Omitted in B. (16) ^fcfaTTFTT A. 



^ —%rTHi a^RT =f I qcRRT qfqgqf 1 

snfoRTfrfd ZT^cT; 3RRT aaqftH f foni q q? q ?F q Tqi ^ I 
q qfqffqeq qqffqsq^q 2 fqsRRq i — 

31 £ rfV.*-«Mt^il«nRl^^r^< k 4^ 3 | 3Rf7J^R: SRWrfWW- 
TTO> q: *qqR: qTTRTf^fft 

>1 fd N TqqRqqfa qq «J*< <j ^Hk 4 l 

^rtq ffqw fqqsq 5 fq^K^fd— 

qq $ TO^r^rt 5i«Trftq fqfq^rH i 

iTTf^^f^NT^'d^qq: 6 INI 

qq gzft: ?qwf^qR <jq q?WT ^OTT^R^T 7 
qq 3T*qRq TRZRRnTTqR 3R7RT*qt fqfrreR q^WT- 
qq%, fefqqqq SW I *RqR—^<lfefq^yqfayRTR- 
flTqVcT: 8 I fTTfq: fq^qqqt $ %*TT: ^<1$*%^- 
fqmqx^wqqq:, q qTR fq^pjqq: TOf^q^TOTT- 
qcqrrTR TO?cqfqq7q3RT*-q 9 q qT>*qt qqRWq STc^ q*t 
q>T: qq^qRFTR qrrTTO I 

q?q ^rrctqt q^qqqqRt qqtqf qqqT- 

?qqq i fq^Tqtqrqq^qqqqrqt q^pmf&rqrtwqt ?q^r 
fecftqfqcqqqq fd^ u iV*f)«^fd— 


(1) qfq^Rt B. (2)The passage is exceedingly corrupt in A. 
(3) Omitted in B. (4) Omitted in B ; but A repeats this word. 
(5) ffaRfaW A. (6) This +lR^I is ipissing in A, but 
marked by ^pfenfe instead. (7) A adds aT%^rcrqqRfcr after 
this. (8) Omitted in B. (9) ^TOnqRT A. 



?<raT^3?^RHi5S#^ q^ i ||\9|| 


HR HSIHTH FRHfaH 

HeRfaf ^<JHFT< H3% R3zrrMT<*lW<di qfdW I 
^ IV« <cq I fW) q *i 'il^ I srfer^: qr<H^rfar- 
%r: 5Rq^aiHd1^<t 3 nt Tczrrfe: Rift^r^n 3 ^ qf^qta: 
^J^KM^fd «KdNl<d*{> RRHH 5 HHftfd' ?q7HT<T I 
^q^ifc i ar^T^wf^ far&ty*z?fn 
faq^&qi^HrrR gRHH: wfcnfjf! ^ 

fdMdfit'Td 31 KM HT4 fa F$d 1' H HT 

*RfaV(fddi jHHfHTSHW hh: i 

fft fa^Hfstftsfa H H H HRT: grtcrf^ff 
HT HTCHkHTH* HT HqRtafdfa qfoH fafa : 4 IRK 11 


3 T 5 T 7 T 5 Tt ifmfdfatf- 

jRf^ j r^d:° sr«wtK«lH * ^TtVnftR^ftj^rrW'wd h m h 7 



fwfq dM>lfa^fa<t>cM% 






to qfwfcrreHt- 

WT 


(1) This VTfwr is missing in A, but marked by ^ifawrfi? 
instead. (2) °^l^<ir<dH^fav<R B. (3) SRRt HUT A. (4) 
ISpwtfttfta iv, 2. (5) A is corrupt after o**rT. (6) oj^fqjr^T: 
A. (7) oTm*v*T&1o lost in A. (8) of^^msmnfqMto B ; 
oqq%: A. (9) A is corrupt here and some letters appear to 
have been lost before. 3<m. 





V%\ 


qfe bt yrnfr 

q-^nwr 3cfsRrarar cRrteqr 

3T^r q^^T q$Rff 2 ^STfarr ^pffe^TIW^ cl?snfRr: tf^TRqa' I 

s*qr? f5™ct^ f^nr ^feawqTqT xr^wcrqr 3 
"Wflq<jfri^^llq^iyq^<1 ^5RT, atHlvKlJtqfdPHfd^q 4 
*prct f r y ^ Ngr , qr f-ifiRT^T- 

^nr^a; 5 1 

*F^rRft<i^<«»l|f5T dHd^dl <1^ fcrfqS'g 'T^TTRT’T 
qfWqmfa I q«TT 


«rnr#qq ftrsftor ^tqqqqt ■str^t q 
, ftfWirT^Rrm^ TOTWr4Wt«[ fic^T ?5T: 7 I 
far q qr^qfq 5 ^ #: far snsfa; vgtw 
qm c«T qftqf^T: q^T qR^lfirffaf ’ *jqq 8 IRVS11 

3fq 73TP< r ftqfa^qq fqqT'lifqBH^^q: ‘frfV'TT ^d"<I 
I cT^TT 

qqnft 0 q^t qqfa; 10 ^fwftqt 3 Ttt- 

W 12 wtfq 13 11^11 


(1) faqrifefafrr iv. 6. (2) A adds qfc before wfa^. (3) m\o 
for Tnft® in A. (4) for folW in A. (5) A is corrupt 
here. (6) tftwrr *[%\^ B. (7) fssr: A. (8) qrqq^*TCTq ii.71a 
(Berlin MS). (9) A. (10) qfaq A. (11) f^ A. (12) 
A. (13) fflqffqSKR®, Ioc. cit. 




^UK^qrrf^TT^n g^TT 

Hg^ra# 1 I cfqT ^TWK: ST# STTTT3STT 2 ^f# 

gq: TTRmcTT 4 

?Tf3M of) *1 ft cm Hn^d 1 5 'TTt^T I 

frm\ cT^T cTTfZT d4g^?:° #?Fgg: 
f^T'^T^ 7 * IR&II 

3H SJ^tq^fasigwfdci^kKq ^7cs5**r*5rf# t rTCrfqT5#- 
i ‘3tttV ^f# Wlw^c-m: ^TTg^^rpTTfV^^rRft- 
cWtttto: i q^#t^rfcoir5qraftfa<ra?r swttt: 

*rr^T*fawft IJWVJRT I 


M^, I TOFflTHJTrcfi' S3'q##t#iST^?7g I 

q# %#yjrR^#«Hftfir<^fr«r 10 &fo*r 

q^ftof 11 qaHiw #<ra# i 
ti^ewaW^w^ I T^T 
2TT ^TTfe^qT: *fgfa#t *ft |TO7: 13 T^n^TT# 
mR^'^KTT^T TTg?#T$r: TF^HJe^tsH 14 ^1Wq«T ^WW^ra 7 ^- 
*nfawj 1R , ITT^T I *WT 



(1) TPT*jR4ff A. (2) oqQ^T A. (?) 3Rn*r for 3R^n:q N in B. 
(4) sqBPwfaT B ; ?mm<TPr A. (5) °fa%TT A. (6) Jpftn?: 
B. (7) A ; fq.ifr% B. (8) sm^c* TF* ii. 71b (Berlin 
MS.) (9) A. (10) B ; TFnft A. (11) Omitted in 

B. (12) »8m?o lost in A. (13) ctqqqFP: A. (14) «np(fe«sr 
B. (15) ^To lost in A. 






^ TTfC^- 1 





3T5T Plf^Mi^i^^ IdrilH^^T^cT: < bdF<°T: Sq'Jiifdd^fad 

WT^fcrifed*( 1 mi m 


srPro: ^RTcPPT^ ^t^rtt 1 
SPTOrfacftf: STRf^d^srftrfir. 5 d>Vl^? 
qwW 6 <*jd?«nfa*ffir i «rtaqwrf* q’zrrfa 7 n^it 


rr&ti* M*r<Mi«r>4r«JTfir-— 

frRWW yW W t WWt ^Tfa ^THT 9 1!<S|I 


T^TT^t 5nfvFn^W^^H^Ht ^T- 

r 10 1 ^^r- 
WT: ^'^KKdfdqi- 
Mfwtafdfwj; ^iPwftjtt fafoRPT 
fd^ifd^r 1 mr 



<jwrtfo*t mv$i n 1 


(1) qTfr repeated in A.(2) o^fafa'rOwfW A. (3) of^ lost 
in A. (4) frft lost in A. (5) fw for fafeT in B. (6) o^r A. 
(7) 3Tfa5TMWf^W i, 7. (8) fffcr A. (9) This +lfer is missing 
in A, but marked by PTffh'fl^ife instead. (10) A is corrupt 
and reads-: 3^rfT^>T*m*TPL (11) ojptf^ytsir A. 




sp?>"tfod'*nf«td*t 




B d fcTdtd I d Id 

tfar'scm ^ft *tct x ii^ii 

^Idf ^ifr ^RTT—d^MId'dcM MI d’f^'7dq'£d ) HdHd‘- 

3T>) cTlHI d dfd’cT Wl^Mdd M^r4fdd rt Md r ^<. ^T'ftzT- 

dl^d^Ti^d I WT 



WPRfT *Fft # T^W: 2 fOTtf^T I 



^r^ra^rrttj'f 11 3 3 11 


W dT— 


fT^T: 5t^^T^Tf^- 

5TRT ?nfor *nj% 'WT^: staf^crr: 4 fere: i 
f%-dik*M fiwf^ 7 f^dc't‘ T ^H't-^F J s<+.- 
^■5 'riF^i "dfer g^dd^a i^^qr^^qfr ii^vii 


q^4sd^M*ifrrernT 


d^rtw^drr— 


5rcW^»r«fo w^fa^w, i 

^qK’ram W wtoi ^kra^ v B i is,i i 


3T^q- dTc^T: 5Kftfe*T dMK4ddT 

^r^Jcdd cfl4°^H i ^r—TPr'fef^nfe, ^V<4 mR- 

^PT, Siln^cd^f^dcdd dfi*<ld4 c t>ftfd ^TTdcT I tidldldd- 


(1) fdK«» in. 32. (2) TTC^fe: B. (3) ii. 6= 

TOdcfesT° p. 304. (4) <FN^STddr: A. STdrr ^ifa B ; 
3TcTT vrfo A. (5) This q?ffer is missing in A, but marked 
by 51'MdWTfe instead. (6) B here repeats tfi^tdTT jfa. 


Il^°l! 


wr^iClPsra- i 3m q^rkt 
^q^i^fcjq' ^npftq^rfs ^^ZTFTnferWt 4 yfdM^gd 
^tePT—^zjq^iOPddH, ^W^xiqVq^ I qjfer —cjrrtf^- 
qrqq>rrq Hferf^wr i to qqm 

^TT^PTcft q: qfOTR: ?qfq?3fcT cR^ faq^ qrq TO- 
qwr i cffeir# ?rqfq—qq ^Roq- tottfrtttt: sr^rnr- 
•dd'lM'qqq: TqFrWd^T- 

=ft^T:, ^WTPT^m^W: 'RTqftqfa 5 q-qfafoqTq^T- 
*qfq^iq-qiqFqq qrqfat qyidf^dm^d"#a' i mj =q xm 
^cf^npn^t qf^TT R OTTOPjqqpTT 
qTc##^ qfCdTfd 6 q^W 7 I 3f3Tm%TFTr ^frd^tTT- 
snpftot 8 ^m^iqi^^aqr Tfr^TR^RT *q^r ^q q»q- 
*THTrqT qfcsqq i r qqrfq^q^qV^^smTpq-^ 9 


(1) ^msrr^whrro and arrORf A. (2) This jprfm is missing 
in A, but marked by qqisfcqifc instead. (3) HM^qdi A. 
(4) 3T?TTf*T fqqqqf A. (5) A omiis all words from qcpHsnTTto 
to o^^TTR^fq: RRl:. (6) qfcrr A. (7) In ifrrcmt. (8) 
^Ro lost in A. (9) lost in A. 





TOtfanftfaPif 

m*i WT- 

qq qfqrrfePT i crqqfqq *^^srr*rRFT wrrqFqq fe- 
5FTR 2 tf$>*l*fl$Hl4u<tf 3 fcT^r 1 qM[fqqqq*gT: 'ylO<4^T- 

qq sqpTrfa^ qrroqwRsqR’q wr q *rqfa 5 qqr 
aro^ sfaqTfan^ i *qpff rttcR^: snCTd%qqfwq- 
WHMfd<<jwc«rn <w<\ 7 fvmw<$n3\ fkmrfifa — 

*T TO^THf^PTORT^ I 

11^11 

arwvrtt q ^qqq i Rqfcfo 9 
q?HlriVr<"R*q fapjTOq 10 qtTOT# Scqtf: I qrRRT qqT- 
OTTcf—^q-^qT^faf^cRq TO^rafinTRFTRT I TOqT^JT 
q*gq> qq RWn?*ftq: 'Tfaq*? 11 ^qTqf#OT?^Rqf^- 
q^q 12 TOqTTrffnTRFTR 13 3TqqqtqqRJ I qferPT cTRTqq- 
w qwqqr^fcfrqf ^fqqmrqTfH < h *w. 14 faqq^fRqq 
^qqteRfq%ft fqfqqrrqrq: mw q^qfqcT qqTg 14 5%fo 


(1) qqsffao lost in A. (2) fasr*F....A. (3) Lost in A. (4) 
tfjqrf' ' «WW A. (5) qqT q qqfa lost in A (6) A. 
(7) q^iTT^R® instead of arH^K+'TTRTT in A. On the figure 
rasavat, see ray Sanskrit Poetics pp. 244-5. (8) This qqfTqrr 
is missing in A, but marked by dW^K $«MP< instead. (9) 
B omits all words from here up to oqfq^KMRf next (both 
inclusive). (10) ft ^TO FT A. (11) anqftq qfU*T*& A. (12) 
arwifqqRq for qcqfir+'tq in A. (13) qfqqraqrq repeated in A. 
(14) SqTqo A. 



=W 1 =q—zrfq *i^-Klft<^ STT^F^T ^ 4qH>S < * q »i4frt - 

I qfe 3T ^ffeT- 

q*n fa dd'q(dP< t k1*i r M<*« e t‘iq- 

cTZTT M+ISPftzR I Clftfoft q fcT^ q rf^ VdHI - 

^w^rofw 4 hT q^rnfa P^nn- 

szR i wr q 


nv\ii 

ftftf) ‘w^c^ar^nr 6 1 3 tt qfaldi: *w eq 

^RKift zrqfa 5ZTmR q^sqfqftqq) q ^f^zT: 8 
qqRTTq^TcT: TO«fZ^ I jftSETTTOVR: qq°qqqfa qq, 
^fq q ^q^^qrr i zqqnq yrg fo3sw> : ratriift: 

qqftq^TT^qrzfi^^TTznf^ i zrfr ^t qftfdi: *w 
*T?JTTTqxft qqfo ^rra:, q^TTfa® zroszm—qfoqrfqfcT? 
«fdm<q4f^M*iqPd %, ^rcfq 10 q q*qq> qqsfof^ i 
ZTCTO; qf^qmFTT^ZTqq d^f^TT^R^R srfqqTqqqPqszPT, 
q 5?T: qf^rqRR^ 11 I *WqzTT qfcftr WTT qf dqKHjr^vj 
ZRTpqtftzr#, ^fq q 12 gqfdqr^R I *<TRqqr ^T# ^RT- 


(1) WPsfd A. (2) anf^cf for qqf^q in A. (3) fqf^q 

q*q A. (4) •faqqt B. (5) 'mw^ iii. 6. (6) CS^fafa 
A. (7)WWB. (8) sqqq B. (9) <TFnfq B. (10) A omits 
all words from here to q gq:. (11) qfqqiqq?%q A. (12) Lost 





ftaT qwq% i f%^r, w^r: qrTozr- 

'Fmi^k dqif c W ? TddKitqldlfdfd 4 f%f%^T cTF^TTf^T- 
W 1 *qTd I 3PT4T ^dlrt'«PKar 73T3T4 
d^rcft * T^r^cf>s^n :: 2 st^t t^^r^k 3 ’CTRrfir, 
qr^ifTrfq- t?t^t ™ i *rfc 4 T ^arif^dw- 
3^4*4 Ttf4d: 4 .^JR-qid+'R ^T d^V4l«UH<tf+K- 
sqq^TM PRKqfd’-q^lf^^T^^ $4> 

?T ^Mfd4^MiqHH I TOK 'arf^T^^qTf^’-^ST^: sm« 
WcTOT faWd"* fowfdWdTT BWlforefafe T^R 7 
^f^qfd - d^prfq^ wtiftx i 4 

M^qd I qOHs^Hd: ^TTo^qTW+K ^fd dcd- 

dfardddR ^ 8 dcddfrqfdd'dd d qq^q 

^ft fdSTd q^qrot dSHWK ^qPFg ^tfatftq^ 

cmFwqnr: qr^ 4T dpqd qdta fafa^ifw 10 1 

ddrSTfedddfa Mc^dH I >d<{i^i WJTwft’T^RWT^ 

4 fww I 

*fdfd trt SFjfiJ *T4T # n JHJT VFH 12 I 
w^Rfrq'qT ^® 4 T ^fi^Tf^T 13 113^11 


(1) ofa^q lost in A. (2) ?ftTTOrrF3> Txnr^yt: A ; 
?T*hft d TOWte^rr: (q TWcHw^K: ?) B. (3) W!|R: 
B. (4) A adds tRT: after this. (5) “dqrjqrq jsft ^rfao lost in 
A. (6) Sdit B. (7) osrf^rfe: qyrro lost in A. (8) o% a^TTo 
lost in A. (9) %q qnft A. (10) 3^ omitted in B. (11) qqr 
it dropped in B. This ^far is too corrupt in A for its 
readings to be of any use. (12)*Td*Jin Dantfin. (13) 
Dandin’s *T*TTC5T ii. 280. 





*jfadHol l q<fa ‘frf^r 

^czrtt sreror f^tfacn^, <r* wi«^iwc*i wtpt- 

I cRT^r ^ w4*cfif|f^dWtfm- 
*rpSfa^ fasrcr: qr 3 q^sm:—f% mpzmzti* #nfi 
■^T^T ^% 6 l T$T—T**RT ^T <di*4 ?«WI®di- 

£M<*lkt^ fd^'d: *rffFlfoj dd'Ml’IT- ^'did'JiT<l£^(?I'd I 
dfe^4d —w ?^T®tT5nftwHr: ^Riwr^cr^r- 

TORFTt ^urWc+K 6 f^dt^dd '#r TOOTpTO: 


LtUEiUt 




I Pdd^dKKd f<d 4 ^ ?Kfwmr^^ 

wjfe: afdqrad 8 sfa i 

TB^dRWRTO# dtaw, 

dTTTOcdTdTdTd I I awnKW 10 ^ W 

I fw WT«nft^T®f ^ 5<|i^y|dH^fd xl T 

5?t: TOfafaqt i q^r 12 

TX*Sm*XVT^ IIVII 


(1) d^ T K l ^ fo B. (2) ^ iv. 3. (3) qq A. (4) B omits 
FT. (5) SrTCr (corrupt) in A for 3d Tddd. (6) B repeats 
^ro ; A has (7) ftfd A. (8) sifiniferr 

A. (9) f^mRf#rA. (10) 3TCTORW only in B. (11) 
Wl^lfc^dW^l^raWcT A. (12) B has dropped all words 
after this up to the beginning of T W-T*T: next (p. 160, 1. 2). 









$fd q qqTqqfliqfq- 

f^5% I cTTT fi[—T3T: ^^mfT W*qq:, 

^i^iiqq ^r^^nr: qwq i qqifq qqq^qqq—qftsqV 
Tqsqfqfcqq^fq: qqrq: i qnoqqqfq qq qqfq 'jqqq 
Mcq^, q?q sqrcqfq f^qTfqftqRwiTcqr^M^: i qqqT 
TSRq 1 qspft #T qf^qq q^HT ? 2 wqqrfqfq i qqrfa 
qftsqrfqfq sqfqfcq^Rqq q«!q°qqiqqr(qrfq) i 
diaq^qrq wsrqsq $q°r q^rnrq'tq&fqqrqfqfq [q] <jqq> 
qqfot^qq i 

Tmmw* iihm 

?fq to q f^fqqqTfqf^qq i qq . qfqqrqq*- 

qr^Hiw-ii^iq^q^Tq^'Mq TqTqw^qqjqq fqqfaq- 

^qqfw^iqt ?sqHIH ^q 4 .qqq^Tq qqq)?qqqfq 

fq^qqq i fqq qrojqqqsfq 5 qqTqqwqfqqqfq: qq- 
q^qqtfq q fofqqqq i 

qqq ...... (q)qqqq—^lo^iqfq^^qfq 6 1 $ic<iq- 

qYdwqifqqqq't< ah^ qqr^q Tqqq^+i Omm fViqfftq i qq 7 
q iqt fqg% (fro)fq q*qfq qrqcqqfqf^ qsqTOTir ^fq 

M* 6tqq iq: foq% i ^qt5wrq^T^%fq fq^tawrot m i 
qq^qq ^^-^(qsqrqfTqqqJ-qq TOqfcrcfqsit q*qT- 
qrq^^R: i ^qqqfq %q, qqrfq qqqfqfw: ^>stfr qqrqf 
qq Tqqq^qqrsqq^r: qiq-™qt 8 srfqqsrq ? fq^qifqf^q: 

(1) A. (2) Here B MS ends ; the rest of the text 

follows A alone. It is given here to complete the topic under 

discussion. (3) ii. 275. (4) A reads S^Rt^qiq: q*qr-, 

which is evidently corrupt. (5) f¥ <qqraw£qqTsfa A. (6) A is 
corrupt here and reads 5Tsqi4«^l<l7qq <fq. (7) qqr A. (8) 


q i qq f q ql A. 






^R?T% I • ^TTif 1 W^+TOZT 

I 

zrft ^t fa^?w t'd <.r^r^T7n dqidfs^Rsfq 57 ^tw^%- 

<r*ft ^tr^^Tjq^^zn 2 

>» 

f^-TRr^qY^iqi i 
f^dT^fq^rrf^TcTT *T*p>dt ^ToJf^TT 

=TOt Tnqcnjq- qKTfdcf ^TcfT^n^q ?TT 3 |)Vo|| 

zptt qr 

dT^-^T^r (^^rq^T^Prorqf 

zr^rfqs qrfo ^ft 

irqhrT^r 37 qfror 4 iiy^ii 

3TT 5TO qftnTT^% I dtHIW <rfg> 

^qtTHcTT I 7*T3'cfbtfi'M<. qfcoltf*iidqQ1 

<^qfT r ff r T r 77cqK^^)Ktq crf^r- 

TffciYq^ 6 I 

. 6 I cRT 

q^^TT^TTfq'^P?T:q^ ,i ra‘qT TTW^ d'-qq^H (fa^d-l? ) - . 
q^T^SfRT ?rqT^qq«^^d: 7 dWFWqRt’T'JT d^T^^T- 


(i) ovtnoft qrtf a. (2) irtzmr a. (3) i v . 38= 

Kq^ri?5>fj p. 76 (anon). (4) firaifchfrT iv. 28 =e^m^t p. 
76 (anon). (5) A. (6) A is corrupt here and reads 

•oqsft (7) A. 



<I4 U I 1 f^TT *T 'Fdfdd^ Si4>l^ u l 

4d.^, I ?fc^*ldd, fo?g -^c^Tf^nTR 

faTTT ffaOTW*TT|W]£ %^5FT 3 Trtfif 
sn^fr% i ^'TR^fnr 4 sfr sra^dT^w^ d^fr 

^fwC^TT TOfr).^OTTTO I ^ 

TOtWOT^sfq- d *^TOW^: I ^ ^zrffad; ^TTioq^ 
I ^4lfd3l^Pl'3'-tH ^Tf^T G afs^i 
'Ft^t *-<«i>^rMr hW? ^WTcftat 

-zn^fhqwr i sr^rfeq- zt>?t 

f'f'd, d<^H<l^ H 4> Hr ^ foa « $ 1 « fl e« <3 fa.$dHfV 

'ftW^T 8 PTTM«TM 5TTfM^^^T ,T rTf^f^rT^r^^- 
sztMwT#^ fafa^fa3HHTC*ft?fa I ^TFn^e^(OT)^r- 
tfafa yfadTPcdTrenifa TOwfa i h =^;rcfam 9 

^rr^ra - :, arsfarcmT ^ 

^z^HTT oZTcfpTRTd I 

3^37, ^a'lH^l'H-ffaTdHT <t?T fd^cnT^T^f^zr- 

fad - -^Ih^I^H i fa^fa TFft sq'^«n' c ^ ? rf?fa H fasf55RT- 
^t fa^Tlfa I HOT^ddMIHfH Ttf>^Tflm*4d^Fdd~ 
d^rddHr^%d^U4I W< 7RTCTO5fat sfaT^faTHd! 


(1) dSH^RtW A. (2) o^mrsT A. (3) A reeads... 

(4) V&Z&HX A. 0) X^^K A. (6) d'4Tfag?%A. (7) 
A is corrupt here and reads ?Rff ^Rff. 

(8) The MS A marks a lacuna after fa. (9) fafafaq^ A. 







W 


faff 

^ *tT8& nf^rferH^ g^frfir: 1 i *rfe 3T 

tfr^ r^' <#^i R^r^rr srfdw^, wif^- 

^^TvzrtnfzT— 


srtTFr^zn- zrmr*f zrer^ 3 1 

'FT®ZT dfcfW^Kt wfcPcPd t irf^T: 2 IIY^II 


^Pd I zprr^ft 3TW4: STT^P?TK^'F|4 f^T sz^TTOff^R 
P^PrMhK: *jT^-Kif<<«‘FKdi sfdT^ I 
T£ursfRF?T 3 ’^RT^TSifHtd <R^ 4Href^T f^q% I W[. 
ZT^TT 


fWr ^rr^55R: n^>f a f»i s^t^trt 
ZT^T %6I ^ Ml ^fofTfacft Rf^T^r: I 


STr^^-T zfrs^f^JT^^fPiT: 

+i4VTOfqrr^: *r 3^3 |fef smRcft zr: ojxiPm: 4 iv^i 


q- ^ 5r®5RRzrc# ^TR ?RR cFlfaSKlfM^smt: 5 ^TX^ftf^T 
ZT 5TR3R Iti I fcP<4 <=Hj 

+«ifasfa 5ZT^rr'Tfq’3' qT# ; qr^rrsTORsfa ^^t^ztt- 

ZWRzwqzRcrrq I 7 \ ^ T^lP^ ^l^dl^qdl^m^ effect¬ 
's *. 

dCd^rCSeftfd <R-d I ‘^o^l | J^ , -iT&<lf^f IHT^Pr sfdfd^fe^d- 

CPrCKMti^-ld dC'f^TdM deleft ?TRt q|q$KlfTfStqfff- 

CTWR I#? I cfe 37 *PT3c5nTT3FT JJ?Rc# £3feRcR>- 


(1) See esRIRPF pp. 75-76. (2) Rc3T3fa> ii. 5. (3) ’FnPfFT A. 
(4) A part of the last line of this verse, which is discussed in 
esraTFyft) in this connection as an example of the ?PFh>T 
variety of (p. 73), is already quoted before p. 38, 

which see for references. (5) The MS A is corrupt here and 
reads ftpHd<M'3?ft:, (6) 3 W*T A. 




[5T] ff(#TtTT) I T?FW 
tfiTT.W T ?TO I faJT«?3T?q arfYvrf^T-JTT- 


UEUEm&xii 


qfe qr f^Rsf^r^mTOT: ?m iRra^^wki^ rj^t 
?PTt^TFTT: ?TTfWr 3 ^T^W^Tfq(?qW ? OTf)^- 
qrozT szn-q^:, q^T 

f¥ T TTOTfa 5^: STT^I <|^5Pf 
%if tew 1 W^fadT %^T% I 

*<c^fccffo5 (t ^ fw^Jsqraqd+^-q^ 6 

r<4d^l^q«qwl^: 7 IIVY|| 

'F <i u lOTff r^STpq^ fefq f^cTT 3 i ^ ^ '+H dl Pd dld^MI^I'-q 

qT^qmt^^-^-dqT fqfq^qqH: i (tRt- 

qT^Ff?) MOT H ^1 T^TFT: TOT <l P^dM<1 1^4^ ^*-4^ i^l ^frT- 


ifcjmgciEtiiKciHafimumKi 


IVYII 


?nTTFT I WTWt^3cTTtr |WTT^HTT I ?TOT 

Frf^c^nTRFT i d=r d^fr dfg;qi ^ isfaq 

feqrq+MHI'Jim Mld' I TTrafqSFWTPq ^q^TTW- 


.^iUllUCiliCILLItllL^'LkLLlLjCil 


EUiKSKXBI 


(1) A is corrupt and reads Witfi+K<£®Mci. (2) ofTcTTTo A. 

(3) A appears to be corrupt here and reads ^cffalPKl^l o. 

(4) fs^^r A. (5) oJ^ffcfef A. (6 ) ocq-TCHcTo A. (7) Quoted 
and discussed as an example of the 5T3 variety of 

in B&mfo p. 72. (8) UTWWJ FWW A. (9) flcTTFTfadT A. 







m\ ^ WRHTfq' (?) qq-irq-FTFf ?r i 

.^T%ef dcTfa ! q<JT«T*J I TOTOTFT fd*M*i| d^- 

f?^T^q^5^TTT fi r ^^ nr d i ferfacf shot f? 


^^Trf^^r%d%^r: 2 


w i swnr 


3 s 

^Rr:^Toft ftfeftfir qf^m- 

«I#rtW|: I d?TTf^P?Tr^-d Nlf-dc^H I ^4 d<W*MH5|Wt 

%% fd: 5r^Rrf^r^T^ T^nFstsfa 4 ? ?rfe 3T 

STO: 5 d^-cdkf +^l G <dWMV<ukd^^^^ 

<rcfa R 7 f?n^nT i ^ &<q^y^ l gOT fl^^ngft 

TO3TT: WJ|lc*H*r I wWWT'^m- 

^FTO?f 9 ^2raTe2rfdf<sRTirt: d TS- 


cTO sq^-q^q- g^ft 3T^dHMH^H I Trfa WhTd>^ 
faTO, 5*r[^PF2T ^t]<5«ikh«i^ ^fd^l^did I ?T ^ S^TpT 

5 ^*^k«H, 3f 1 ^IHhM ri: I I'd^ 10 ^TRPT^tHlfa- 
I * Wd^TFT.«T I 


(1) fwfodMK^TdTOCTo A. (2) ooqqrnf^nfeo A. (3) STRTTfR 
A. (4) WpqtsPrA. (5) That is, the tor sr^R. (6) 

A. (7) A is corrupt and reads ^ftacTT. (8) og^TcTT for 
c^cRt: A. (9) q^Wl^qA. (10) a. 










^rffHvf^lO wfc’ 1 ^T-^T TT^T^tr: 

^ : , *r 3 Ts^rfrfo 5i»r fip P wfafc f 

i q;2f^firTOp}......^^ (5 T#to^^?) 

?r fafaq i 


[ mwtftsi nj*ta: tow f 


(1) Quoted from the sqvm'fc, see above p. 163. (2) A re'sume' 
of the rest of the work, of which the MS material available is 
inadequate to permit of a critical edition, is given below. 



A Resume' of the Contents of the Unedited 
Portion of the Text, with extracts. 1 

Unmesa in. 

After discussing the figure rasavat, Kuntaka goes 
on to deal with the figure preyas 1 , closely connected 
with rasavat , criticising in this connexion Bhamaha's 
view of the matter. He refers to 
Th preyas C Dandin's definition ( ii. 275 ) fsrzr- 

and remarks that Bhamaha 
(iii. 5 ) does not define the figure, but thinks that the 
illustration given would suffice ( WOT 

*pq«U?:). Dantjin quotes the same illustration with 
approval, adding another line (which makes the 
sentence complete and the figure clear) : qqfrifar 

(1) This resume, as already noted, is based upon one 
MS only, vi2. the hopelessly corrupt Devanagari transcript of 
the Madras MS. These portions are entirely wanting in the 
Jesalmer Ms. With this imperfect material it is not possible 
to edit this part of the text properly ; but as no further MSS 
of the text are likely to be discovered, a resume', however 
defecient, is attempted. It is given in the author's own 
words as far as possible, presenting full extracts wherever the 
text is intelligible and capable of being reconstructed. The 
emendations, which had to be numerous on account of the 
corrupt nature of the MS, are mostly conjectural and capable 
of improvement ; while the restoration of the missing Karikas 
cannot be taken as final. 

(2) The Karika on the this point is lost and cannot be 
reconstructed from the commentary. 





g^facTSftfopT 


sftfdSd'qqrimTcr 3^:, so that the whole verse,, 
which is cited by Kuntaka, stands thus ; 

5 T*T> ^T(<RT faf TOF I 

am qr arTerr c^fa ^rq<F 1 

3 Tl^faT q^cT 3^: .11 

(Dandin ii. 276) 

But Kuntaka criticises : cf^q q <rifc$W 9 T*T^flr I qqt 
q, cr^r qoqqrqfqqqa-qr q*§q; *q*nq: (?) 1 , 

<T^T ^W^qR<qfiRq*Wq' q fcfjfasqftTG# | ^c^rpm- 
^OTjpRr^WT 1 q yn^qq 

q*§q: q>qqn:q?q qWmer 1 qfe ^qq^ ^qTfqqTfq qiqqifq 
ifar*nrq*rrq sqqfq— 

o 

sricqrqqRqqr S3T*qRqTqqRqqr 1 

o 

3TR c T f rr $faqr q <qmc*m>q sr*ftq% 11 ($qn;° ^ 1 ^ 0 ) 
qqfq fq:*rq;=qqqTq*rq 1 zr^rr<^r mz&sm 
qq^fqqrqqqRqqrfqq;qq fqqrqqrfsrcq qgqq^R: swR 1 i 
ffiq, fireqqq?qRr rtfqq*sq 'Ffarorronsr fqqq*q qR- 
qrfq%scqq^ qr^qqfqqiqqrq' qrfqftqqqft^sfqfqqt 
qfa sqrasrmqqTsqsfasrqTq* qqiqqta: *qssT- 
qmRrt q q^if^^cqfippTirfd i cttqT<TT qtfrsq^sqq ^qm 
«f»?qf%tf<i L qflT*T^Ts?rTT^: foqrqr: qvFqfq^nqqr- 

dfrcqra; qn*rcqq%. 1 sqtfw 3 qtfq 3 Rqfeftfq 2 

q>eqqqifq q q;qfqqfq fqqmt fqqrsqt 1 ^rt 
*q^qrcfafoq*q q*??qTqfqqmqTq 3 1 


od (1) MS. sfk;. (2) 3rfq for ?fq in Ms. (3) See above p. 
156 (iii. 10). .; . 





Resume (Unme$a iii) 

I. q$ ^ 1 rt^T- 

3Hc4^ ?TTc*R: 2 ^TOftTOftftgRv* I 

After discussing another objection to the view 
that preyat is an alamkara 4 , Kuntaka points out 
that such cases cannot be regarded as instances of 
samsrsti and samkara. He cites the illustration 

RsvrrnnTt ; 

(*TT)?rra^ ^ ft? ir^ftfirewSW: 7 n 

and remarks : are sNtef^fcTCtafflT:, sSFSFjfin/syq^* i 

* 3^*rc^*>rcsrfa*rrcft ^ ^n^r: *hrc»r«TWt s^r- 

4d^, TOq ? d^=ZTT5T%>Tr^rq , rcT I He sums 

up the discussion by saying : arrefare srrqf 
tforfafafa# qsfrftqFcT^ ar^THt rq-iTWc^T|'Tm^f<qt<Tr^^: 
sreftfa Rfir] h *ref%sfa i shrcft ?r 

*f^fcPT5y^«ire*r i ^3r, qksfarere i 


(1) cT^f for in MS. (2) MS 3TTre#qR*R:, (3) Sec text, 
Karika i. 13 (4) The passage is too corrupt and fragmentary. 
The Karika appears to be explained in part here. But as the 
verse is lost in the text, it is difficult to reconstruct it from 
the commentary. (5) The line is corrupt in MS and reads 
ipjft (6) °JT^ for in MS. (7) The verse is 
attributed to TresreT in ^TfacTT^ 2563=anon. in Ruyyaka 
p. 113. 






Then he goes to deal with the figures 3?*rfeq and 

The figure in the same manner. The Karika 

urjasvin Qn th j s - s g} ven j n the text j n a some . 

what corrupt form, but may be reconstructed thus : 

fcnr: sRqrfoq 
^m^qqr srcznfqsTfd— 

3^^rarf^q>: 1 tfqWqqfaqV I 
ST^^UTTjmr q q II 

* pRI% 3 q ff^qfcT II WIT-^ I 
TffqqTfeqrm: I .^qqqTfcq^q cnftf^qq^ 

o 

qrf^r i 

Then he criticises the definitions and examples of 
urjasvin given by Udbhata and Bhamaha, quoting 
Udbhata iv. 5 ( 3Rffx^5nrcTHt) and 6 ( <rqr ^ra>s?q 
qqq and Bhamaha iii. 7, with the remark that the 
latter considers the illustration to be enough for 
indicating the nature of the figure in question 
( if^c^RST^ STqf^fa*? ). He 

cites another illustration : 

jfq ^ I 6 

P^TOq q ^ ^S^\: ST^f STTg ll 

Taking Udbhata’s definition, he points out that if 


(1) ofaqRqt: MS contrary to metre. (2) As we find them 
treated in iii. 7 and 10. (3) MS (4) The passage is 

hopelessly corrupt. (5) v. I Daptfin ii. 293. 



Resume (Unme§a iii) 


the bhdva is 3rq|f%cqq^fT, there would be a breach of 
rasa in accordance with the dictum affftfem- 

^ wm*{ 1 : but in such illustrations as 

are cited gjjfoftsfa w: ^ toV 

srfe) - 

*TRT: srqrwfa. He quotes Kumar a O vi. 95 ( 
eTT^rfa ) and maintains against wqqfirynTHff’s 
that the rasdbhdsa here is alamkdra \ 

d^Tq 

^ ^^imfJ^R5yspnTT q jqWSR: ) on 

grounds similar to those he has already expounded in 
the case of rasavat etc. ( q Ttf qqi3fqf|qfqwqqrqfq- 
^mfa, afegwqq qtofrpp. Regarding uddtta, he 
The figure advances similar arguments against its 
being considered as an alamkdra : qq- 
JpI^q^qsqHiR^qTcq^qiTqqq qfcpTqt, *T jq^qRflTcqq, 
and goes on to consider its two varieties in detail. 
Criticising Udbhata’s definition of the first variety 
viz. sqRTqfeqg^, he says : 3RT aj^fliPr, 3T^ysp^rrf 
fn cqr q to ‘qtfeqft’ ^cq^q qfq fqsftq^, q^q 

qq|fci qsg q*tqqT[qq*y3q]q FTicqfq 

fwfqTterosTq*q qtaeq |fqqrccqrq sq^qTfqftqqsq 
qRq^T£qrqfqqraqT§qfc3qq 1—3w^r ^faqgsg qfroq 


(l) Quoted from «FqT*fa> p. 145. (2) Udbhata’s dcfinir * 
tion is : q'ftfqctPT^nqt W^qrfW^ira | qi4Mi q 
q «TTO 3jqftsT || 








vw %c«TPr sqrcmq i qqrfq qq?qqcrrq<ssTq qeg 
q^rsq^q qcqqrqqqnjqqtq 1 qqfe 2 qsrg1 nfcq^ q*q 
%Fq wq^ qqrfqq qfqsqqVfq %q, qqfq q Wftfa I 
*Fq qfqfe:, q $q: qqaqitqr^Tqfqfq » 

qfqqr qgfaqasg qftqq q*q %cwrq*fon:.qqrfq 

q^qr^qrTioTqrqrTqqq^q.^qqr^qqFqqq [f¥]PiWtq* 5 *qcr 
^qqmfq qsntqrqqT: 8 qq^ l 


Regarding its second variety as given by Udbhata, 
he goes on to remark : fffqVq^qn^qrtnT^R^qTcy ^iq^’- 
qtqq^qq, q jq^fPRqiq: I qqr^dfq vm 
qfar ^q^Rqqrq i 

qqqtsrqqf qi^q ^fqqrRqqrqq*f ll (Udbhata iv. 8) 
*fa I qq qTqqTqqTOTqfqf^q qqt^^qqTq-q-rq^TQ)- 
qrqrqr 3 qq§rW?>q^ 5 TqqTqqtq^qq: q^ qiqqrq qifaq- 
fiRtf qr q ^fq I qq S#feqq q^—qq q^q<qr<t qqq* 
fqqq^qifq qqrqfrq^qrTqqqq^qq ®qq^ ?qizq:, qpqr- 
*ftq I q jq^PiqiqtsqVFq | airqftqq q^T—qq ; qqi- 
qiqi^q qrqqRq^ftf qqiTORq aq qt?q q qqqFq, ft $qT- 
SFf^ci^qqqqf | In this connexion he cites an illustra¬ 


tive verse, which is too corrupt and fragmentary in 

the MS to be properly restored. 

Then he goes on to the figure samdhita, which he 

The figure deals with in the same way, declaring ; 
samdhita ^ ^ jq- 


(1) onqqrata MS. (2) qijfao MS. (?) qsuqftsqqr: MS. 
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T^T'OTT^T:. The Karika on this point (as far as it 
can be reconstructed from the vrtti) is 
d«rr *TJ?Tf|amf<r sroreffiraitfipT: i 
(to be construed with the Karika, given above, on 
35^fWT and ). The Karika is explained thus : 
cwr frw snti r rcgi 

WOT * fn^ftczrtf: I Then he criticises Udbhata’s 
definition (iv. 7) of the figure, which, according to 
Kuntaka, constitutes the first, variety referred to in 
the Karika. The verse of Udbhata however, is quoted 
with a reading slightly different from that of the 
printed texts : 

Then he criticises its second variety, as defined by 
Dandin (ii, 298-99), whose definition and illustration 
are both quoted, in connexion with the explanation 
of the above Karika : qqfa tpfocq SWITRfar W- 

3*qTf<T ?T \ 

(1) MS WRTt faWT:, which is corrected from Mammata 
(p. 84) who makes use of this line. The Nir. Sag. Ed. reads 
o5TC1TOr^ qWWT*, with which the reading of the Bombay 
Sansk. Scr. cd. agrees (with the exception of reading ofor 
q^:). Jacob's text in JRAS, 1837, p. 840 agrees with .Nir. 
Sag. ed. reading. In the next line, of course, all these texts 
read o^T, 



?vsv 

STCfaTO'—5R»R5ZRnf^: I SFST^TT^ ^PlWd 

gjw?t g’JTrf^zTT^r^ =r sir fir i Of the 

first variety, the following illustrative verse is 
discussed : 

w*ft: fir«ta: 

^TT^f ^ SPfSTOgW STf I 

SAnsra* (as) ipuRitsft 

fft^SSTSSSST STH^ ^ifd II 8 


After this, Kuntaka proceeds to explain his own 


idea of rasavat, with some preliminary remarks : 

K-untaka’s own ^SS^cPTSSISSSfircT 

idea of rasavat ^ {?)^l srFdqifcR I 

im'taJTTJnrrstefif i dqTr^q’vrq’qf^rqr^r^fld^^^fRf- 
ssRftfarnjs a afgsr^rc^ftsm: ^R*nf. 


Here he quotes two antara-Slokas and explains a 
Karika ( beginning arfaqTqT: spprft ) which are 
partially lost and corrupt in the MS. Then comes 
the Karika on rasavat, which is missing in the text, 
but may be reconstructed as follows from the vrtti • 


qqr *■ tssrft ssf^RsitfeaJf i 
^IsfoffTCdT STfa sPterjff II 


(1) MS 3f&{> (2) This verse is quoted anonymously 

in Ruyyaka p. 189. 
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^ ^ §eq TqqrqfqqRq: | 
qWqnR: s qfjrei^rqfqfqq: n 
The Vrtti on these verses runs thus : qq<:qTfe l qqr 
*r ?:qqRTq qqT qq $qsRqn?qrqqfa*v!rq>rc} ^qqq- 
f^HR(:) qrfcT (qqsqJqRq'fqqf qfqq^, 

qqfa^Rsftfqq qqqrqsyqrRTqiqqqjqtar aftfcR *qsftq 
qqT ^tq qqq^rqTqrqqqT fcrfcR<^ fq^rq^ qsrafT- 
ST^qq^T I q*tq I 

‘zftssyqrR: q ^qqq' ^eqRq: 1 i q: fqr*5 ^q^q> ^qqqfq: 
Tqqqfqqtq^i f¥*qqi%q-^q qq^ |cqq 2 I 73Tq 
^Rrfqqr 3^q 2 qq^, qqr qT^rqqq STfqqRqq | q x?- 
qq^qq^:: i ^fqiq 3 —Rqqrqfqqiqq: i Tqteqreftfq ^qqq 
qqsqq, q^q qrq?q^qq qq:, q^q^qqqiqqiq i qfqqr- 
■^rqfqfq^q I qq qqsq fqqqftfq qfeq:, q^R^qrqT^rq- 
fqfq^uqRfqsqrcqiq i qqr ^q: qqsq^q Tqqfrr qfgqrgtq 
q fqqqrfq i r^qqqqifq^qq fqcqrqqq fqRt Tqqqqrqq^: 
qq^ i qqr 

qqtq^r^q fqsstvsqRq* 4 
: qqr q|tq qrfqr^rr fq5nq?qq i 

qqr qqrq fqfq?i5T^ qqr 

^dsfq w^qfeq 5 q ^faq** 6 n 

(1) MS (2) MS <J*q. (3) MS q^rq. (4) MS 

fawMcflX (corrupt). (5) qft for TFTiq MS. (6) This verse, 
attributed to qifqfq in gqrfqqrqqr 1969 and STFpfqTqqfq 3634, 
is quoted anonymously in p. 35 (=Ruyyaka p. 83, 

anon.=Hemacandra p. 274, anon etc.). For full references 
see ^pqfaqqq, p. 52. 






W 

. 

srin^rq^^r'cT^Tn^’: I d =5T 

^ ^ TqT ^ ?fNrgnr?w?tg faf^jfo^'Trqsqfcq- .... 
spr^CT ?I^^m^RT2TRrfe^r^*TT^H: Ttfd*- 

sfonxrt gjnqnfedqR i 

Then he cites another illustrative verse ^Tqpjfi 
qfcjfrom Abhijnana-kahuntala i. 24 , and goes on to 
remark : are qT*mf:—^T^W^T^IfqcT- 
qn^TTORft ^nfe^rajnflcr^nT 1 *rer qr 

qrqq& <rar$ft* 

I d^q*T^T reTdd 

fiwt ^RFW^Wif:* 

5c*R 1 sreitdd, f¥g f^srswr- 

■^Rdr ftqflRh qJwr 3^d^qfdI?dcrqT 
q*T^qqfqqT*Pfa I *T ^RfoTCFd^ dfd 
^fetfqRoqq^srg^: SRqTSqqerr 4 5Tfdq?T^ I q«JT 

* jsftfrfrq fdftni *T<Vfqfa: | 

3^*r5^dSTta*5>tf ^Rdtq T5RTTO TOY 6 II 


(1) qoiqlqq MS. The passage after this has a lacuna and is 
corrupt. (2) Already quoted at p. 126. (3) Already quoted 

•at p. 163. (4) qqfe: tT^o-jjq&nrcr -$WT &qqf MS. (5) ftTRo 
<:i^=quoted in ?p?TfqdTq5ft 1963=*RPRfcF<J5T0 p. 236. 




Resume (Unmc$a iii) fv>\* 

3 TT TOTCvfrRCT ^ - 5 Tf^T < TTcT: *pRT ^ qygi qfr I 

^ T^pfrpT 5T5ft' ft%] 7^3^- 

srorFto fasraw, as^?fta*T<ftar %**5*q repr- 
qfrftaR qfrf^t^^TT: i 

^ *% tf^srTTOJTSrtffcWPT I 

SRlTWaV TO5P*ftfS* dH 7;%T¥qfasfrqq>R 1 II 

■•srarciraft ^rpqftrar <m sr^^tr’ ^fir OTHtrar: q^r«f- 

^R*d5R^-‘^fe’-^Tfwq faqT 5T^qTq>3taT«5tff<jfa 
■?sra^n^r ^f^rr spr^fq* ^R^TcftqfaTtfacr:, ratafar- 
*nft|rfC»Tf 'STO^T'^krt m^sYJTTqqfwqqRh ‘qTO- 
^«r%qrfW«Rrnrt^f ^TOT* sfr 9&*>prafcr fI3RTO 
fqft%$rqRr i 'TOa^prPr srcnOTcfY (?r^p T^nTqfro 
5fpr tor' ^^trOt^ept: sr^HT^TOrT^m(^'T: 
g)cnf*rs«raf arfarcff i «nrrPr srato*rm3 Tqq^raq 
sn«rr«R, JT^q’ *r^ftr: I Then he 

•cites Kumar a* iii. 30 (^fk^r^qqfefasf) as an¬ 
other illustration and concludes the topic with the 
remark: m aqf<R>m®rr TrewfqforWTfa, 

quoting two antara-Slokas (fragmentary and corrupt 
in the MS) in justification. 

After this, Kuntaka takes up the figure dlpaka 
and its three varieties thus : fTcf qhtfPri crerqfat 
TRtfdi irjpsOTBrs’ Tffmrvrt TTq-rcrrforepT 1 ssr Y 


(1) Quoted in 0 Locana, p. 37. (2) MS STOPRrt. 

U 






The figure W P nfrfo qf W W f 

dipoko qfajsYg^^JJT^ \ ^f^WTTfe- 
fasp stenTtwritain sr^zrreY 

J?t>q ^ 17 ^ ^ *q*fWTfaftr fiWNTCto ^r'TrczR^^TTOZTr- 
cHT l Then he cites the three instances of the three 
varieties as given by Bhamaha ii. 27—29 (*T<d 
3Trr*rfa sfYfef etc.). He severely criticises this defini¬ 
tion and classification of dlpaka, remarking : 

fiwnrcrat fatm ?rq>r 5 T^^T. fewr^** smm^t 

1 er^r iriw 

f«F^ftsfq- 1 f¥ ^ 

^rsRT^ZT^T^^aT^T^TTrTT:' I SFW, 
3 TT^rr *rr*rci fo*rr, sror tf*P«r- 

crarr tsfatuYcPT***!* tr«r 1 rcmr^s^fwERrgT- 
yrcPr *ta*i*nrwKPj 1 ansY 
*1 WT*farcf fWT^fhTOWWfir, ^FTOTrat srfa'mft 1 
fat *rwritat *m*ni omfan *wrfirfar: *mfe ? 

^r^cr^zr *rcrffa«TRT fa* 5 <r*«f- 
^rfasTfa 8 s»r*efafa #q*snrm?R*srcr7j: 1 <?fa*n?fa»K- 
ftfiprwirRr^fifsr: fosrre** v*tf*3qfaffafaar 7 (o*fa ?) 
wnT^sfasr: 8 1 *fe *r smsrfipwcriiTt *8** ^rcorm- 
srqrrcrer . crflrrfq- ^rsq^gmrffar*- 

(1) CTTMS. (2) ^ (?) MS. (3) i ^q r pqffr : MS. 
(4) The phrase qTOfa<i«wro upto HwrfagPTT is repeated in the 
MS. (5) oH^Rreer^ MS. (6) gref qr fr q ft MS. (7) ore- 
srn*rfc MS. (8) ms. 
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W 

■wfarwri fa? TOT«nfcH Rejecting this 

definition, he thinks that the exposition of Udbhata, 
whom he calls is better : 

?rr^ faifafcc^fag;wcixi: 
and quotes Udbhata i. 14. 

The illustrative Prakrit verse quoted by Kuntaka 
in the course of his discussion, is corrupt in the 
MS 1 and difficult to reconstruct. Restored, it would 
possibly run thus :— 

jrctaT f^?nfr3TR3TiF^TrT3T^3T3Tr 1 
jw ^ wft 11 

He maintains, with Udbhatia, that there would be 
no dlpaka if there is no of the STfgcT 

and 8|5R?3*r t and approves of the addition of the 
qualification «repWta*TT«Pr. Then he proceeds to 
define the figure. The kdrikd on this may be recons¬ 
tructed from the vrtti thus : 

(1) Most of the Prakrit verses, as usual in South Indian 
MSS, arc in a hopeless state of corruption ; and I have not 
been able to restore most of them properly. The 0RT would 
be : 

The readings in the MS are : 

and 5^, ^3pf> ^1^° but the Vrtti explains : n*rr 

t h^ wte fifapiTmn ^r^nr wrfa 5:^ 

cHIT **tPwfafa^ Ht5R»f^HPT... .^*1 *^’-5T5 ?Tt4: I 





aww q«m?qi itvm^tn^u 

Thus explained : cffe^pff qtqq>*T*jqrRT^Rq>R»q 

fifrmfa q>i®qq?qjforert sr^TTRT^r 1 w^- 

aftfawnrsftRirrft i qtjstqqf q^fas^qq^^r snratfo 

*fa*r:, i <r^r *ww **qfa *?p: 

H^r^Tqfef^T^—^t'TIRt 1 TOTWrafaW S‘q«nt I ft 

qrwwfa*^—^4' 3 qft*q ; 3:f*mqqfat anWViTRT^ I ^ r ; 

W{— 3IST^*T 3TSPFS s . ei#q 5Tq7TqqqT5J?qR[ I ft**** ^T— 

«ftftwnrCT i «ftfaw*ft*nfrr (!) 3?R^fd q: *r d^ft^r: i 

a^w ftfinw—ansyran, rowr i arqrcfafqffl qracr i 

q^^qc^iei—qqsqfasiq^fafaxT^ i 

Owing to the defective nature of our MS, it 

Kuntaka’s is difficult to make out precisely 
classification . , . . .. .. £ ,. , 

of dipaka Kuntaka s classification of dipaka ; 

but the kdrikd may be provisionally reconstructed 

thus; 

vs«?raft *rf% wmt mht t i 

qf^prFr ^t fcfW n 

which is explained in this way: 3^^ q^RT^q^qqfa— 

ftfW qftepqfr i fermW, 9rm*& i q*r*r- 

%q*yqq^m, q$ form *t 4 qs^> 6 «wfiwj 

(1) But no other qnftn on is to be found in the 
fact-.previous to it. (2) tfMa MS. (3) The MS omits the 
'(4) qi^fWBWT *T MS. (5) 'Trft MS. 
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Ort) 1 2 * i ^ *g*rr 

TSRrfaft* 5 T 3 >Rffi step I ZT^TT 

vmi *mv(' 

zmfk i ‘f«mrg' azrefafli' to? TOnratTTTOrec*- 
sr^^sjrf^rtcw i 

iptfir *gflr «^fir ctraft *pm siprot ^ofjfarHT sfa 4 * 

«F*rf%^arf?cT *T vforfarfw* l As an instance of 
this he cites two Prakrit verses, one of which 

is quoted in Dhvanyaloka p. 109 and by 
Hemacandra p. 254. The first of these verses may 
be coujecturally restored as follows 1 

wrro *>ft vwmm amftsfeaft 1 

SmrSTOT 5 TT 0 T 5 8f 3 ftq*TT*HT? 6 11 

With regard to the subdivision .of variety 

(which would correspond to *TT<srcfa*r of later writers), 
the passage is not clear ; but it appears to have been 
subdivided again into three kinds ( ). The 

karika on this point cannot be restored, but it is 
explained in the vrtti in this way J qr<ni 

(I) MS. reads : The emendation is conjectural. 

(2) ti^iqitiO ifXfahbdo MS. (3) Already cited above from 

*na?ftaw. (4) ?rfcr MS. ( 5 ) The butt would be: 

<1 MlPfcHKcHIHl 3 nfi^»fe*F: I 

WNIHPf 4Mifa |»<JHI'tl ^ >jfl w I*iirti+K- II 
The reading of the MS is : 

<1 «* 3 TT®T ^TOmFT 3 TR^ 3 Tf? I 
^nfqat'if ar «r«nrm^[ 11 




W.I ST^rRT: 5 PT?r q*$fr 

faff: I cf^T Srq-»T^TT^^TW> ^dfif WT«t qqfqc[ 
**f%' ?fa I tg-cffq>—sfaq<q*m*Tfef?r, ( 31 >q- 
^qrf^qtcW^^q' ftVB^ I q^ftef 1 cTcqrq^iTfq^ 
^X? qV<rqfir qfmqfa cTqcqfq^jqqqtfa I As an 
instance of the second variety (which was probably 
named qtowtet* as distinguished from the third 
variety qVfqcrqfaq. ), he cites : 
feaVqeft«W 5 Wre> zr«fT- 

spvera^M faq> ijq*r 

3T: srtm qrrqmTqwfaq qr?*qq> ^:r?rlT i 
eq^wf* ^qq^f^qPr ^ 
finsrwr qfomqr* flpjrc bvt sqqwfa M 
•rifcrihrnfa g^^qqqWvrft' qTWjqt 3 qjfq^qfq^r- 
qVfir 4 1 qqr qr— 

^qqffl SJtf qjJ smTOTtir vrqcqwfoqT I 

TO»rnre«r q^m: ?r qqrqrforfafeqq'Gr: n (Kirdta°u. 32) 

qqr 

*ITOT ^WTqqmT^ ( &$upala° x. 33 ) B 

*?mf* 1 <ptqsr*rftm ‘crtfqq’fafa 

(1) qffff^q MS. (2) The MS reads and qfomqr. Inspite 

of the emendations, the last two lines of this verse are still 
somewhat obscure in sense. Should we read ^flqfspqr 0 ? In 
this case, we can retain 5RT in qfortTqT. (3) qi?Rnqr MS. (4) 
*rfacn*Tfaq*»Tfq MS. (5) Already quoted above, i. 24. (6) i. e. 
in the *qfWT. This makes it probable that this third variety 
of was called tftfaq’fcrfi as distinguished from 

the second variety which was probably called 'fh^fhnr. 
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TOIPcni ffam «nWT: I TOnrar«tt— q^sr %q- 
r^Trfcn% 5 R tfqrftai cTcqTd^cm^TqirTsrafb’ 
.... I qqr— 

*re*rfa (Bhamahaii. 27 ) Sc^lfe I 
Kuntaka has already criticised this illustration of 
Bharaaha ; how is it that he cites it himself again ? 
He answers the objection thus : ^ gqtaqVfafrr $q- 
*pr jpf zfa sm stRR ir^f^^fjTsnift 
*qieqr?T«T; I I cf^ acrr^ZTTJqr^— 

stavfaftr fai cneqtfy, wn? 3*: vs q*Tfefirq?*?rTft 
flwfr if* tramlrir 1 i 

Kuntaka concludes with the kdrikd which can 
only be partially restored from the vrtti : 

m >Tft fffiwnr i 

q*Kta*q fafart: [Vfgftwn(1] 11 

The commentary on this is as follows : 

—■q«TTqtfqfwq?q [qwiffl 1 ?t«tt^ spfA«t 

SfcT q<Tiqtf>T faqPTq *Tf*T I fa q*?T tfqfqqq- 

«rpT3‘ SHRtftr <BTT *Vq% foqT I dwt quaqSTT^t 

%<rfa srRni«fir tr?RPrtarn 1 asm** ***?$**• 


(1) fiqrrto MS. (2) Later writers, however, would probably 
regard Kuntaka’s %qwcftqq> as nothing more than 'TTvfxflq* ; 
and the first variety of 'refafm? 5 * as faqr^qv. (3) °<i^i^° MS. 



f¥ awmx \: 1 

i ?r*«n %7 =* ^rwrfcrfwrf *r * ftjfajqjiHTg 
sn^r ar* fafa^faPa- s%a*r: *rn<nT[ i <«?q^ EFtespr— 
7®Wta?qr fafc£rT: WrfTH I qopftq w SRaraTfafid^ <T3T- 
*iw faftariwrtoroT: *?n«r Wr?wu( i a ga^fac^?) 
siifac^rfc mm^r* i swd ^#w*to"FT ^fhf 

After this, Kuntaka proceeds to the treatment of 
rupaka. In ii. 14 ( ) he has already 

indicated that upacdra-vakrata, lies at the very root 
The figure this figure ( 

rupaka 5mufsrqq*rq tftnszmnf—*T?WT ffTfftc^sTT 
*PW»lfe*«W*ra) ; but now he intends to deal with 
its varieties (q# ^ ^T^fersT^T^efPTJTf??^ sr*PT7«raf- 
a^fcRteqfa). He accepts Bhamaha’s classifica¬ 
tion of the figure (ii. 22) into HHfcRfgfqqq and 
^rfsnrfi. The definition of rupak itself is not given 
here, but appears later after the treatment oiparyd- 
yokta* t although this should have occurred not in 


(1) Already cited above p. 60 (i. 92). (2) After the treatment of 
Paryayokta 'T’TTRT: is marked in the MS. After this comes WTf. 
Possibly the leaves of the original MS got displaced. There 
seems to bo another lacuna after as sqMRjfd which is 
taken up next, is not defined; and the illustration cited there 
applies to the latter figure (and not to the former). 
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the present context 1 . The karika on rupaka, given 
there, may be provisionally restored from the vrtti 
thus: 


ST«PJS^I 

^ faj: n 


on which the commentary runs : ^qq; fsrftRfsFcT—3<T- 
I ^3 <T?W f^: cT£*3 

fag: srt sfo [ot:j i 

i (fqnr—^)q'k41q wr 

^TpnrJPT qfOT"<H, 3{^-qr|vHTCq'T 

i f% f#d 2 —^r*js:(^r) tPT^ *rrw 3 i 

sftfacPT, SWIT: [Wf**T] q^f: | 

The commentary then adds : ajnps^- fqi^qJT... 
TOSRTTfir crfg^TPT l This phrase belongs really to 


the previous concluding karika on dipaka*. The 
term SP*r must be qualified by 3q^T$q>*nfs*T and 
mean from the context 5T'fVq p *TT?T^f%f?TT^zT ( as in 
dipaka). 

The next half -karika probably reads: 




(1) The author himself says : <<H>5:u3ftfc4H'i«r>&Tffvrcq ^ 
^qqrpT <h wtqf^qq^, which explains 

the object of this particular order of treatment. (2) |[<rT MS. 

(3) qiwf MS. (4) It is probable that the folios of the 
original MS got disarranged, causing this confusion to the 
scribe. See above p. 184, footnote 2. 





which reproduces Bhamaha ii. 22a. The first of 
Its classifi- these two varieties of rupaka is thus 
canon explained: swqq^fqqqT q?q ^ I 


dqq^'-ll*q ’}—qq qqWq qrqpqq qj^quqT fl+»«ti«rqV 



qTfqqrfq tfqTt q?qfq 1 


q«iuH^qT?d 

Illustration : 


?^q<H'£p4R'PMM*iT: I 
qq?q^> 2 d<^ldk«-q: I 

With regard to ekadeSa-vivarti, Kuutaka explains : 
3PT —q«IT q$*ra3td Pqqqq fqw 

fq^r^oi qT qqq dq)<tdH ^fq qqfd I 

qgiqqrq qqfrftqfrqqq, WR ?qqfw^H'i«llcH+- 

WiqKMTfd qqPqqqfq dq^lfqqfq^W^ | qqr— 

dfe^q^qro 3 q^Tqiiwrfwr 1 i 

qqtijqt Hrfofffi* yftfir qq qt Pqqpf II 

qq fq^S^q^q *pqqRqq, qtfl+Mi d^iwKqn wq 
fqqiq 1 qq^qt JHiPdWPit qreqftqq^qq] fqqfqM- 
qqr^(qqr : ) 1 qq?qq^fqq^qq*{, q*q r<M+<. u k-m 1 «qi 14 - 
VtqiftRR>nqqqq sritaRq, qi ? qf^fq^ i q^qqq— 
¥TOq$rqT fofqfs^qqqq qfq qqrerq qqq^q ^w- 
M+KW^qfrT: 7 ?qTcf, qqqqTWr dTqq I qqjq q* : qrfq- 
PdPdrl^H'ufYTqq^qq^gfqqq fenwrfTZVGRfmci gfq- 

(i) oJTTrqrqf (corrupt) MS.^(2) qqfq arcteq^TTo (corrupt) 
MS. (3) qfqqwa^CTRl (corrupt)MS. (4) q^TqnyqrqiaqiflRl^ 
MS. (5) omrt ^qifq qqqt faq: MS. (6) The verse is corrupt 
in MS. It is quoted from qrq$ ii. 24. (7) os^qqpq: MS. 
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i .OTrsfrw i ^wt- 

TWTOTT^^—’TcT 5rffl'4flV^ffdSI*14<W- 

^^r: aT*^fcc*tera ?^r- 

*1%: wmx%(?), ^T W fa##l MWR:i 
As further instances he cites 

f$HH Wftd N PertJ| IJTfw (f^T) ^ I 

£[?] ^T: II 

Also STcKi^T already cited above (p. 175). As an 
instance of STcffaHH^'T^, is cited the verse SfTW- 
qrrforef^ftflo, which Anandavardhana (p. no) 
quotes as his own. The topic appears to be conclu¬ 
ded with the kdrika (restored conjecturally): 

^nrfcr qnrr: 1 

1 srf^nrrqw 11 

The commentary from which this is reconstructed is : 

^ faftwfe— ij 

vfs^^rwTW m- 

*rfcf I dsflHfd^lfa - W q'-t-ct 1 fqf^Ri^tf^qjrfe- 

^feT^ftq^^TT cTf^ IT #?Rlt I — 3 TOTFT- 
I 3 R 5 VRRTT?RF^?T 
3 c^: SP£j£ 5 : *fi?T*T: f*TC wtaTC# 

( 5 TrT*r>ET*n —^fcPTT^W I wi^kira- 


(1) o59Tr zr^TT ?PT: MS. ; also for and wrc*^o for 
in MS. (2) MS. (3) Ms. 





c 3 TcJI OTlfa# few OTfaftOTt 1 

f^q# I 44 d4lHRi4l»rT<ld fiTS SJ T^r<l«w< u i dl$fd<t>- 
faOT4PTt fq^JW^TOT^TOT 5^OTc#?T 2 f^^PT- 
cOT TO sftfe^TSt I The verse 

f¥ cfTC®tRT^fr: (already cited above i. 92) and another 
half-verse (too corrupt in the text) are cited as 
illustrations. 

Then comes the figure aprasluta-praSaihsd , of 
which the kdrika, reconstructed, would be as 
follows: 

anrcgptaPr faf%f% i 

44 dc^TFTOfe?T 44^4 RRH 4 4 T 11 
4 TWT*ffSRqijyft 4 T 5 TF 4 =f 444*4474 I 
3T3T?^cra^raf?r fa: 11 

The vrtti runs thus : rtcf fqqiq cT^fa( ?)ff*qfOT- 




The figure (iffaT 31*)*$%:—4F4T 4 
prufarhsd 4T 4f44T... (3r) I ^ft 

—44 motT 44 qt(qqt) qfq 6 

MMd 4vHlf4«<4: flVlsIu I fa> ^74—4^1*4 
fqqfOTpfcq f4p^ifd^iifbTPT4dK4d 44^744^ I 
ftfW fir 4*34: tot: 44 qfir— otott- 





444T4[?4] I d^TTWTfr 4*^4 44*4- 


(1) of^rrit MS. i2) MS is corrupt here and reads 

(3) ofirOTTTTTo MS. (4) 4m MS. Or is it 44nr? (5) This 

word seems to be redundant. 




Resume (Unme$a iii) 
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^1'ia^TT faqiq tffdf^fTltfHUq 

#itTOW!^ *pqq: mqfcf I f% —d«n«l- 

f^q1 qT l fqrqrnrrqrfq qfeq i qrrqr- 

^r: I qpq qq^qRTC qT ^nTTfeqw^f 
qoRtq^rt qq qq^ftfq l 

As an instance of qrsqqqr^qT5Hqpqq qsrcgqqqpf- 
srem he cites cSTqaqfq^qT'Rq, already quoted in 


Dhvanyaloka p. 205. As to qirqsrqaTTq q^^ttq- 
5qrqq»q?qqqqTqsRfqr, which constitutes the second 
variety, the following illustration is given 
(=Subhasitdvali 821): 

SSTqT qRqq qq qT qqqqr^q^q (fw)q^T 
qfcqtsqTqtq ^rtq^q^qfq qreffsfqqrq: . 
qrq? qqw^qq^rq^ 3 qrqtfq qTqq qT 
STfwrr qfqqT: ftrqfcqrq^t qi^q 9 M qqq 11 
With regard to two such varieties due to qq;qpq*r- 
jqqq, the example of qTqqi?qq qqf^qqqrqqqqr is the 
verse ^|fs5RT ^qT^qqq from Bala-ramayana i. 42. 
The example of q^^qiqqsqTq^q^qq^fqr under this 
head is as follows : 


(1) These three words are repeated in MS. (2) The MS. reads 
oW6FRTWtl^Ttf>Jd:, which is not intelligible in the context. 
( 3 ) The qqrfadMfe reads qtTCTff q*T %v* But the word 
may here mean ‘the fruit of the 55qwt creeper’. The 
emendation (=mowing) is easy, but does not appear to 
be necessary. 






tv 

ftTTfcT ^Hp- 

fatft+qfd w: 2 I 

Wf: ferfa 

> i d 1 ^ftfi r (^fcr:) ^rfirn^i^T^ n 

Here the vrtti explains, the srsrc^T is *F*T«l%*<SlftraR, 
while the ssp refers to cT^fYaT^^TsraTT. For the 
example of ^q^^qrom^q^dSTCfar, a Prakrit 
verse is cited, which, however, is too corrupt in the 
MS to be properly restored. Kuntaka concludes 
this topic with the remark : tf%cWq , ?srcj<Tsr5Knszrc|rc: 

cstarota i srcnn-sTs^s* arisnmnfav3(?) flrrttTOsroin 
arf&l 

Then the figure paryayokta is introduced. The 

The figure kdrika reconstructed would be as 
paryayokta fol]ows . 


d^'l flH^d I 

^flwhrrf^T^ 11 

This is explained thus : (^rw^sisrst fcr«rfacTT«T- 
yfdsKdiq* ST«f>l <RK1 He WH4 5T WHMR raftfae T 
f^K^Pd—4ii«fq|«xKc*ufq I TOWtaeT —q^rf- 

<il«kllfa®i 1*1*1 ««*><«! d«P>TU7^ I 'F^PT—<46i4qKd<r 

q^r^qT^Rifwf 

PT i d srPhT RTd I feFFT— iPiWtm fqf^jfd- 


(1) 5fWqo MS. (2) ^ MS. (3) o fofrigrePi MS. 
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? q#RWT OTP 3T5ZRTqT fa*PT: 

awtr i w 

(quoted also in Dhvanydloka p. 89) : 


^ *b 1 fVqidM ^ 1 ?j 4 q *ft TTgen^af'ie^r 1 

3TTf^T><*iqfatfW4 (^ TcftaPT ^qrrnwr) II 
After this, there is a gap in the MS marked with 


3 PF?FWcT:i This is followed by the treatment of 
rupaka, which we have already quoted above. The 
verse which follows this is, however, not an instance 
of rupaka but of vydjastuti, the treatment of which 
is thus also apparently lost in the MS (though not 
marked as such in the MS). The verse is as 
follows : 


itaftrcat sm 1 ^ 
fcp^q fcqcPT WTR ^TFTfS ^ft I 
mvm ^ Trfwronf ?F 3 crr 2 

f^nf^r: 3 ?r q?ts*r w 11 


Other examples cited are (already quoted 

p. 169), I l^rfer (cited at p. 59 ; i: 90) and 
(already cited p. 59; i. 91). 

This is followed by the treatment of utpreksd , on 
The figure which the three karikds, would read as 
utprckfd follows, when reconstructed 1 

( 7 ) MS - ( 2 ) MS * ( 3) The is oraitted in 

the MS. 







i P< P*T: i 

cffctfaf^rr 1 (?) n 

gqMtapnf*n4^ fpRrrWWnj i 
scswr. n 


The commentary explains : fl*TT* 3 wifa l ?rt£frs5f%d~ 
mw vfcq fa f<«f?rnW>3RTj; i grzpj- 

f^%?r: ^^nrrf^R^r smfaj ^aifarft 2 q-iw4: q-?- 
^T^PrVsfVr^zT^g cR*ttc 8Jrfaf<*KRiu , 4**r 
WSRRIT ^T^TTR I 3 TO 3 RT- 

^cM^fcr i f% 3 ^ra , i r i^i^—^nrr^TFpm 4 i 

^PTT^zn flW*I*TFRq'...^T I Then it proceeds : 

5 RTRRrw^^r I m^R m*v- 

^nfatg^ t» 1 firfVy 

—TRcT^f ^ i cpt qT^qwfe- 

fww I q.f^fa^fa^rsflgd’ I Then it goes on after a 
few corrupt lines : smrrerwqr: srfagr^fa —?\ i 


(1) This line does not appear to be explained in the 
following ; but its presence in the ffrrfRTT is indicated in 
the course of the discussion on given below and by 

the qffr on the next »Tfr^r, which quotes this line. The 
restoration of the is not satisfactory, as the qfa has 

many lacunae and corrupt lines. The word 3c&3TT ought to 
have occurred in the ^TfRT, as it is explained in the qfo, 
hut possibly one whole line of the ^Tf^r is missing. 

(2) MS. (3) ^ MS. (4) ^vTRi^HJT MS. 
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TT '< 


>iiiiiLt:iLijiw[LL^:QiLLv.'ir.i 


STC^doqfd- 

^cTOT 5 rf»R[^J 


!LLl£lil»LILII LiKIhL.’ll'CS 


^(o^)in ^^H.ql(^)^4TOJr? N tiT2TT i ^nr-^rf^r 
•flWfir ^r STttrt a^Kivin^ i 3TO^rf^^, dsfd^m- 
yfdMK'1l?T k \l <§ Wtafa Wl I d<qcqMf^[*rtfoj 

7^MfdMxiq dKM^falI 

—^^Tfef^T: I f^TSPjfafa: $l®< 4 *(|/fPT y^qqid- 
ftc^: I ^ #fcfa ^TPcR^TW—^T5ZT2rr^TR«3TT- 
I yafa^H<jfalftre? I 

Example of H^TZHl^fateisu— 

arTTV^Hr^wR^ 1 5R*rrf^T: i 

3|*zrTWTPT^(?) 2 3 TO^II 


wbjcT: Mfafaf*RT ’ZRoRTFin^^Rr: 4 I 


*WT 3 T 


. fa q fotfa rfc? wfk^iTII 6 ^iTTfcl 
The ETFRT^i^^lfT'n’ is a Prakrit verse which can¬ 
not be reconstruced from the MS. So is the 
Prakrit verse given as The following 


(1) tfcmfffft MS. (2) 3R«jtTFto would be a conjectural 

emandation : but it is not clear whether the kind of ScSTSTT 
illustrated by Kuntaka requires a ^T^T* like or not. The 
difficulty would perhaps be removed by reading 3TJm#sr. 

(3) ojt^T MS. (4) MeghadQta 5$. (5) Harsa-carita, ed. NSP, 



verse is also quoted as an example of qftdq- 
TOOTtatar— 

c 

T 5 TT 1 

^TT ^T^TWT TTT^ZTT I 
^ f ^T f^gqj^ ZT 
wq dfrffifaci q% 11 

Then : qqqcqq 

cff ?T ^ ^3 ^qrrrw: 4 11 

qqr 3 T—Wf ( from Ratndvali, already 

cited above p. 99 ) qeqrfc l qqr *T-<q W*TT 
(from Raghu 0 , already cited above p. 115) 1 tiftOT 

qqr —^9 qa*r (already cited 
from Bdla-rdma 0 vii, at p. 66, no. 102, above). 

Then the author goes on to deal with another 
variety of Scsferr, the kdrikd on which may be recon¬ 
structed as follows : 

qfdqKiwqr sfte: I 

^3^ f^wqrfr faqnri ^rnm 11 

explained as: TORR qfew-qfaqT- 

ffffenft 1 fwqi qrsq^qwqf ?qq^q- 

uqiita^q 1 —q^c^r: qqrfcq fqfcqq^q f^.qrfqTf^q- 

?qrfq 1 q^nr—1 q*q qqrfcq q: 

(1) The MS reads jq which is corrupt and contrary to 
metre. (2) MS. (3) qftTCPnft MS. (4; The verse 

is quoted anonymously in sqFqwt* p. 113. (5) vi qsrqrfa- 
c*TTfc MS. 



Rdsumd (Unmesa iii) 
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I. ^FTO— 

^T^Tf^^prr ^r wi 1 

fd^S**ftlHK'iqi^qT’ 'rTfeqfa 3TfeftT[qfa^} 

fW f^T 2 ^4qfo$ifa ^'^'^•flq I 'd<*i$v j i ZT^TT— 

cT^R>s^rfiT q^cforr^fr i (Dantfin ii. 
226)* 1 qqr qr—^j^Tfar^rfa 

(already quoted above p. 119). The third example is 
corrupt and fragmentary in the MS. Regarding this 
variety, Kuntaka goes on to remark : 3f?r qfteqr 
q gqfqqVq^. Here a concluding antara - 


f/o&a is quoted : • 

3TT^qp*TI<W <tfiq"qrf^qfaq: I 
^TT 11 I 

The figure atiSayokti is then taken up. The 
The figure kdrika , reconstructed, appears to be as 
fl/ifoyo*// follows: 


zre q m fi rere: ¥tsfa faf^zrr srftrrrcr# 1 

rTfel^T^TfzrTR II 


on which the commentary runs thus : f^njcSTStf sar^rrq 
^Ri^i —q*qr- 

facqrfc.qrfcf^^r^T^t.frrTf^q# 1 —qrqr- 

qferq: T'FT^I'^rfqT^: qfacq fa a ft 3°qqfTT : 4 


(1) qfinfiqrro MS. (2) Wd for MS. (3) This 
verse occurs also in (ed. Nir. Sag. Press., 1916, 

i. 34), (i. 19) and SJK-Wfw (i. 15). Also quoted in 

1890 and mf?r 3603 and attributed therein 
to fawfoq and qf i*«3. (4) csrf^qqfrco MS. 




■■i~v C i i .j\r_.. 

WPRraiWRn?; 


WWPT, ^SHTT^R^f^TT hR*m^i- 

I ^5TFTFf—dfer^T^TfiPTPT, ^IszrfV^R^- 

^Tfr^lPT 1 +t^rHPT—d^<I^K<lfmR, ^F^f^T- 

W (TOZTW:?) ^ Tc7m:, dd^ffcFT*FffCMtf4+Ul m fd $T- 
ilwiw’nKjd: ffTRTT: I 

As instances five verses are quoted and discussed, 
among which occur Bhamha ii. 82 : 

fa H ^^RTT fd0%1l: I 
3 p^ft?FT ^T^Fft^RT WfttSgn: II 
and Kumara 0 viii. 62 ( 5 TW^f 6 R%* 3 >WT:). Of the 
other two verses, one may be restored thus : 

5T>^*Tfo 2 SdTWR d^ftddlfacW 3 
<Jfcl<,|clfd ZFT^rMFlfcIH 4 S^T 5 I 


^ 3 7 fTO^rzTt 8 ?m^r: 11 
After this, Kuntaka proceeds to deal in detail 
with upamd, which is one of the most 
T J pallid** important poetic figures of the Sanskrit 
theorists : but unfortunately the MS 
in this part is hopelessly corrupt and imperfect, and 


(1) MS reads «»-4pfcRT after and before 
*TRf'«Rt. (2) zrpisnTRfcT in MS, contrary to metre. (3) ?ftr- 
fwftftd** MS. (4). m: for w: in MS. (5) *PTr MS. 

oSTftim^mf^TT MS. (7) sroir MS. 18 ) For the 

sense would be better reading. 





R£stim^ ^'Uaan$a iii) 

it. fs. pot possible to follow his treatment properly-or 
give consistent extracts. It is difficult to reconstruct 
the missing kdrikd, but it may tentatively fee pat 
as follows : 




d^TTTtTTr u 

eft TTTTCWTfcft TISTlT 37 dTrTTFT i 
STlfc^T faPWTf T* T^T foTFFFT II 

So much of the commentary as can be restored may 
be given here : ^TTTf fawr^T fr^TTT- 

frfc«fci fan <t i tt t*tt t^jt: s^tt- 

dlfa$d*T idfasMecjdd TTTTfTTT'T TFT Tl^T TfaTT 

I TF rERT^ **far- 

1 , fTT%T*t 3 i M > *tftiKgY 
*rfeq^: t^twfft TT^iftw 

FFT Rrfidd»ffd«l^ I T^fTT T TT T fcr fo T 2 — Tgdh’q- 
TcT7 I afcfd TT^rftcT M <IH5TT I dt^Wq <1 ifo^l McW 
TFT d£c^:, T fa^d TFT T TTfadTTT T^cTTTdT l TfTTTT, 
TTdTTT—TTTtTTT fTTf^TTT4dV<4R)-S'MT M*cJaH<u4- 
TfiW> 3 TT TFT TfedTTTdFTtfT I TTTfr ffhrf £t?FT 

TFTTTTTTT I dTTTT TTTTTTt Tfaq^TH IdtMH U|4>: 
T^cT: TFTTT^T: TTTFTfa I '^TFT (? ) ^fatflflSiql 
TfdTTTTTtFTT^—foTFTStfTcTTfe 4 I f^TITT Tkd4:i 


fw ^ a^q^N+ii? i*. 

?w*rynr^T^T fowftws(:) 2 *.di^n^i 

^‘T*(—fq fWtm, fowVFfpU I fqfcs0ftir«K$wiiP*«®iM*i 
«T ^DT3cft% ^TT^ - : I cTT^ fT*TR<? 'T ^4^ cTT 3 
*rfar in^ ^^: 4 1 

m *»»R-qq^ : STcTOtsfa ^gql^iPc 5 . 

fafow <tt TOfarrfa: i ^fwr *rfr—sm^i- 

trefaft i *rrY MYwtRtwftr^- 

^nfiRt: frf:*»•■•••• | 3 T I TOTTF^W^^T 

HWtf) ^3 PWJJc^q ftwft^T ff**TT: 8 I 

—cTC?*^ I fffcfa <T*T*TTT?TOT: I TSTOfat 

I *msr$«r: q^f: *nr*f«r, 


Then he goes on to distinguish the sphere of this 
figure from that of utpreksa by a balf-&5r*&I as 
follows : ?T^T 3 ^sfcR^ arc<j«i«i W^H*i1c3*lTTOpft: 
^«q«j *c*TT$— 

^ 5 TT^ 3 HI«}sfq M: I 

The phrase GTwWHnt ( which alone can be 


(1) o*T*t fflfaMS. (2) The text is corrupt here and 
reads £ wwf<W^W>4)<K« r qH*(i etc. (3) MS. (4) m- 

%*rfc MS. (5) The text is corrupt here. The whole passage 
from qtayrey ptftr (L 2) to fn«r>mHlq3W*ft: (1. 8) is repeated 
in thi MS, and neither the text is consistent nor correct. 
(6) The text reads 3*nft^qifoT: *irf«Pnft: fwft: 
3*WWlVH* (7) Sff: in MS. (8) s^Wi: 

in MS. , 






/ 
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rescued from the corroupt text) is explained as 

f^^a?cTfg^mr:srcWr?T:[JlW] i As an instance of sqm 
due to anjszj/iwmTOtf, the following verse is 
given : 


yWtanf 1 tfanfir i 

S^TTfcT JWHIMttT ^PRTfjnft^dTJf II 
Then, I zrt 

f*rft4RMW«H»l I (already cited p. 73) 

I .3TRZHd^iTfdTmM < I<qfq H) <I$<«| i{ ZRT 
(already cited p. 11) 

I OMifq^cqiaiWlM^Tl'Ai^^i^, *T«n 

(Vh a 1 c^-id 1 <i famwi T^^ft 11 

*<trrfc 1 3 T«fd'Tro‘fOTl<;i^<y|*(, 

w *if e«« w^^pti 1 < 1 

3fTfTiT^»JTfcfH^ 1 tfr*- 


qiv^sifffrWcRR^IT: 4 etc. 

After discussing these examples the author says ! 



' (1) MS. (2) frgEcf^ in MS. (3) ftw i M MS. 

Our emendation is conjectual. Or is it ofasj: 7 

(4) Raghu° vi. 60. 


V.p 

The following is probably an example of 
t^e .figure upama involving satndsa : 

^ y lr£«Windy'll I 

Then the verse HFim from 

Mdlati-madhava i. 28, JTtfcsrc^crgg^T^r: from 
Bala-ramayana iii. io f $np»W *cm*5lWfrom 
Bdla-rdmayana iii. 80, andtfflfip: from 

Kumar a 9 i. 27 are cited. In the last of these verses 
Kuntaka admits that there is 3!*farc»mT*nf%. 
There are two other verses, 
and which cannot be restored. 

Kuntaka considers the question as to whether it 
The figure is necessary to regard STftra*cnn?T as a 
pratifasiQpamd. se p ara t e figure or include it in upama : 

?r*mr^?iTT?ThRT^R sfira^TOrPr ?r <T«iq 

Then citing Bbamaha's 
definition and example of prativastupamd (ii. 34 and 


36 respectively), he remarks : 

4 jjfonr: m 1 


IJW< 

Kuntaka, however, would in the same way re- 
and g?*T$prcrj as figures not separate 


( 1 ) BhSmaha ii. 36 . 
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but included in upamd. He proceeds : jrf?R*qT- 

*rrar: srdfcrqri^YwraiircrRftoq^ swifoiijftflqWta- 
HljUwn.RWd’aWl Prepfa. He says 1 thjit upameyo- 
The 6gure pamd is nothing different (flIWFflT, * 

MumayS^d from "P am «> on the ground 

tulyayogita. ^gpjTRR^rfal^ (explained as acfWTT- 

f**r*f trewptfytft ft: aiftrfaRnnft*r jtrrhr), 

for here only the and 3<RR become respec¬ 

tively 3*RR and sqiR. Similar remarks, he says, 
apply to tulyayogita (CTWTC^qftRr: ?%&{'), because 
of the RTRlfft^q? between the two objects, each of 
which is JJVRUT ^5- The examples given 

of tulyayogita are 3RR *?T%ffpRTftrTOft from Raghu 0 
v. 31 and sfe wftfkc from Steif iii. 8. In the 
same way, Kuntaka thinks that the ananvaya, in 
which there is a VTWfftv 3*RR, does not require a 
separate definition. The verse cited as an illustra¬ 
tion of the figure is corrupt in the MS, but may be 
restored as follows : : 

^?TT3T: 

qr n 

TOT? ^ 

5TRr[fft] srrWT^R^RtRR' 4 S^RTR^T 5 11 

(J.) The Karikas on these two figures we have not been able 
to restore from the ^T. (2) This appears to be a fragment 

of the missing Karika. (?.) .^QIUHqiPRl MS (4) opwf 
MS. (5) R*RT: MS. 


TOtftcPSftfanj 

On this Euntaka remarks : d^^fwref^qsr^TTFTr- 
* 5 ^ 5 T*nT 5 T*T*n In this connexion 
he quotes Bhamalia’s definition and illustration of 
tulyayogita (iii. 26 , 27 ). It is noteworthy that the 
verse which Bh&maha gives as an 

illustration of the figure and which Euntaka criti¬ 
cises, is also quoted in Dhvanyaloka iv. 4 (p. 236 ). 
Euntaka explains that with Bhamaha’s definition 
also, the tulyayogita falls within the province of 
upama (). 

The figure nidartana, in Euntaka's opinion, may 
The figure similarly be included in upama : 
nidar&ana. e^fsnU^^T. He quotes and discusses an 
instance of it running 3 s follows : 

^ 3T ^T 1 Jjfadl: # I 

C R^T 11 2 

He also quotes only two lines of a iloka 

fjqwm Tj fo r feqfa : • 


(1) The reading here is corrupt in MS. (2) 

1254 3368 (snnv^4Ft)~qPKrgwnfw 

p. 65b )=UVHtyff ii. 494 («PWf^)=Hema- 

candra, p. 256 (anon)=wtffareVTo 248 (anon). (3) 
oMS. 
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as well as Bhamaha’s definition and illustration 
(dlfcJsKPTdSHf) of ananvaya, iii. 44-45. The comment 
which follows is corrupt and difficult to reconstruct. 
Then comes the quotation dg^PTT 

from Raghu 0 v. 68, and another corrupt verse, 
beginning with dtsfa, probably 

from some lost Rama-drama. , 

Taking up the figure parivrtti after this, Kuntaka 
The figure sa y s : '^fd^^T ?*7T^T 

parivrtti. in his opinion, it is, like the 

figures discussed above, nothing more than a variety 
of upamd ; because in it the two objects are each 
described principally and the dTTipidtfd. is clear. 
The missing kdrikd on this and its vrtti, recons¬ 
tructed, would run thus a 


^ qdrfcd fafadfo** darrfd- 

fvmv TOd ddd 3|^fwnT I AdW'-Cd d ddfd I 
—s?PTt: dfrdddTd?drd dwnf^ddTd<dTd I 
—5#^, qqrfffo 1 m idi'drfa dwfdfcddw d 

ddfdd d*dfdd?RRdd I dSf^lfa d d dT^dmdddT 
ddt: qrmfd^WTTd:, STdFd fddddW^Td I ddFdT- 
$d: dTdffd: ddfddT I 

^<}qSd I ddT— • - - 





3rf%ThaRTt 2 *T 

^wfanr^rt snjfacr 3 ii 

He distinguishes several kinds of parivrtti, e.g. the 
kinds in which there is fcw&rwfvifa or in which 
there is Of the first variety, the 

illustration is 

%T^TT^ 5 Tir: | 

and Kumara • v. n ( fkwZTrmsw^ Sfa:) j s 
cited as an example of the second variety. On 
this verse Kuntaka remarks i spy ^7snrs5- 
^y: ^Pc^fHeT: I and then goes on : 

tr ^ 0T: safari i Dm— 

TO c^TT ^T^sftfcr (Kumara 0 v. 44) | 

*8*™** gfifqt qfTFTftfaf yflwr: ** fa<rPmr^ 1 m 
^ ^em*n^iT 4 *2rteT$Tw ^ftr^PT. urn 

(^)3^R^cTT^Tc^r^r(R) I 
fa<i&Kt W: 53?4l«<<J{.tl 

Kuntaka quotes Raghu° i. 95 (faf<reT f ^qf?r^T) and 
discusses whether this is a case where the 
'Krqfcrc is scfourpy i 

"W **» MS. (2) 3Tf*R>PTdi MS. (3) Baghu viii. 7. 
(4) Kuntaka means' Daptfin whom Jic.quotes. Parkin 
ii. 356. 
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From this point, the MS is hopelessly corrupt, and 
no consistent or intelligible account can be given of 
Kuntaka's concluding remarks on this subject. He 
appears, however, to quote and discuss Bhamaha’s 
definition and illustration (iii. 32, 33 
Sdld) of the figure nidLartana ; and apparently this 
is taken up by the rest of the yrtti on this topic. In 
the course of the discussion, Raghu 0 iv. 66 (dd: 
*d**r and Kirata 0 iii. 25 ( fddfd ) are 

quoted. 

It is a matter of great regret that Kuntaka’s 
%c figure treatment of an important figure like 
* le?a ' desa, which is next taken up, cannot 
be reconstructed from the MS, nor can even a 
cursory account of it given t for the MS is very 
corrupt, fragmentary and entirely unintelligible 
here. It appears, however, that Kuntaka classifies 
$lesa into three varieties, although the exact nomen¬ 
clature or characteristics of the three varieties are 
not clear. He probably follows Udbhata in accept¬ 
ing desa as relating to artha. Sabda or iabdartha, 
and this may be the basis of his classification. Of 
the first variety the illustration given is 

SdrfasTTW J T , T' J l U 4 •Jf 3T j TT^4'hSI^i 1 


(1) *J5TddT MS (but marked in transcript as corrupt) 



r ; :■ 


srr^ ^^mrqfro[:] ^rot 2 ^rcft^r tt 3 

'M'di'Tt ^ tetfer f^nr# ^r: 11 


The example of the second variety is the very well- 
known verse fa srfefac*>m: quoted by 

mose Alamk&rikas from Anandavardhana (p. 95) 
downwards 4 . It is regrettable that the apparently 
fine verse, which is given as an example of the 
third variety, is corrupt in the MS and cannot be 
reconstructed satisfactorily as the last line is defec¬ 
tive. ’ It may be given thus : 


srfcre^r OTfYfaat 5 fasti 

^Tcft sTn^fr^rr ^rwr 
tfaWiWU qr^TT^ ^rTrf?5T7T: 7 II 
After this, the verse *rhTT»Tg<TOr (already 


(1) fw^qrr MS. ( 2 ) ms. (3) zi MS. 
(4) p. 88=iHifa?rfir%*fr p. 94 — *T«mrrcT p. 419=- 

p. 96=a5£ir^ p. 159=f^n?T p 461 = spTTfq’flTqfe 44 
(anon). Jhalakikara in his commentary on attri¬ 
butes it to Candraka. (5) MS. (6) fhe 

syllables arc marked as corrupt in the MS and read 
In the case of Tfd, construe as 4>l 3= ql?PT ; in 

the other case, stfFJ sr^Tcft. Again, construe 

in the one case as ozn^fepn ; in the other, Art. 

(7) This line is extremely corrupt after wiPwt: and reads 
fedIMWIT qrara’tiFPf. In the case of STqfcrt: it should 

be split up as faqT and 3FTOTT. 
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cited in Dhvanyaloka p.98) 1 is quoted as an exam¬ 
ple of although the exact signification 

of the term cannot be determined from the MS. 

Kuntaka then passes on to the figure vyatireka. 
The figure the k “rikd on which may be conjectu- 
vyatire/ca. ra ii y reconstructed thus : 

5TTcpftc^Tftn3?T I) 
srtt^nrnft *rr 11 

The comment on this runs thus : #**rfa*w 

—Jjrcfr- 

1 f^r 1 

5FRZTT 5T^: TtT*J^T I ^ 

facin' 1 ww 

ton.snhn^iT 

fTOcTTJ^T^nft: 5T?«d?q7cT SHr^d 1 M 

*n*5rrafiw#: # (?) wrfir*?rc <rror<«in 1 ^zpfjtf? 

qr i sirfer^mirt+i^s- 

fatftq’d qr«rt 1 ft* wj;—1 src^zr 

*n»farc**T 'fTftsr^rrfd^yftfsqu^ 1 sr ^ ^nr^ftr- 

5TT5?: 5Tcfr^nTRt 3T I 5TT^: qrfasTTrp'fe: drtWHUKHW? 9 - 

(1) Also quoted by faWW p. 234. Possibly 3?^^ 
is in the word ifrTTPT: for rft: <T7R: is not a matter of fact 
but imagined. (2) 37^ MS. (3) MS. (4) A lacuna 

is marked here. (5) ZTSCTS^nfa MS. (6) o;rRft?r<TT MS. 
(7) o^tht^MS. {$) MS. ^9) o?mq?MS. 





I sRfaPTPfV 

^T: I 

Of the three illustrative verses (one Prakrit and 
two Sanskrit), unfortunately two are too corrupt 
and fragmentary to be given here. The third, which 
also is fragmentary in our MS, appears to be the same 
as the verse STTCcfSfft* J TO*n?[ cited in Dhvanyaloka 
■p. log. In his comment on the last of these verses 
which Kuntaka regards apparently as srafanrrwfiT^jr 
hut which earlier writers would regard as pratiya- 
mdna r up aka ^ 

Kuotaka cites Dhyanyaloba i. 13 (the 
Dhvanikara’s definition of dhvani-kavya) and discusses 
the meaning of in this connexion. This is 

followed by an example of illustrated by 

•the verse ( Dhanydloka , p. 96). 

A third variety of vyatireka is mentioned, of 
which the missing kdrika would probably read as 
follows : 

Sqfdi+t II 

The commetary explains : sm? 

I S' 1 i — 

v&rw ^r^zrr[fq‘] irnwr 1 — 

I ^RIcSRftd: *PTF*T- 


(1) q^mtr MS. ( 2 ) MS. 
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^mretdT TOltt fa^ST^T I dfg'^Tdc^T 2 ftf^l 
The illustration given of this variety is unfortunately 
fragmentary : 

^FT ^<feri ) rM 

Htft 2T>qT?^: ^rfw 

¥W ^rfq- ^)fWtc^3T favflTO^: 11 




< 1 - 

l W# 


tr^TqTT I 

T# f^T WW f%«TT^T dFTTC^ szrfdT^T 1 t[dfirRd 

5^T: «TO»>raft«Rm»T|MP*lljR3 3R«nrffip I 


After dealing with the figure virodha 7 which, in 
his opinion, generally involves $/<?S 0 (s^onfVrcfftnT- 
The figure ^0* Kuntaka passes on to the figure 
samasokti. samasokti, which he refuses to accept 
as an independent figure, as it lacks the requisite 


(1) erfs^Hwi ms. (2) MS. (3) o^nfirahrMS. 

(4) The word may be interpreted as 3fr ?T*FdRT ffTfa y: 

H:, meaning something like <: ; for is often described 
as such in relation to *T^T ; but it is probable that the author 
meant anffTT ( = *^a«), metrically shortened. (5) ^<W£V- 
fd^«t< MS. (6) MS. (7) The Karika on this figure as 

well as on Samiisokti is difficult to reconstruct from the 
corrupt Vptti on this topic. 



**tr«M30Pw»( 

charm of a poetic figure sft^TOFzrdqT). 

In this connexion he discusses Bhamaha’s definition 
and illustration (ii. 79-80) of this figure, citing 
Bhatnaha's illustrative verse 

zrmtmri 'ft* t: qiftdw T^^crr 1 11 

Kuntaka remarks 1 w ^ STfhfa 2 

f^Wnfa ti'rOfa f^rsJff^TZRT T^FdTRf^T- 
I qf< 3 3T fd^l q U 1 q 1 dv^TT Mdl^Ml-ld^T f^5T^T 

aWfinrc* *jftsr q - f%Prfirftr 

flfarrcptKTr. Kuntaka then quotes and discusses the 
well known verse (already quoted 

in Dhvanydloka p. 37) which, in the opinion of 
Bhamaha, 4 contains the figure samdsokti. 

Passing on to the figure sahokti, Kuntaka cites, 
discusses and rejects Bhamaha’s definition and illus¬ 
tration (iii. 38, 39) of that figure. He 
T ^- e considers the figure in Bhamaha’s 
illustrative verse fj[*PrrflTfar*5fojT: to be 
nothing more than upamd ( 8?^ 

). He defines sahokti as 
follows (the kdrikd conjecturally reconstructed) : 

(1) This verse is quoted in a very corrupt form in the MS. 
(2) MS. (3) q*TT MS. (4) See Abhinavagupta’s 

remarks on this verse in Locarta, at p. 37 ; but there is 
nothing in the text of Bhamaha regarding this verse. 
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m 


q^*idq e fl e w , i wYqiqfqgq I 

This is explained thus : qqr^TOTqfqTO qq q^faq- 
WT'fd 1 —q^c^ife | m qfrtfqd <tftfrfn H d I qfqqrqr qqr 
dfet qqiHrq^qq: 2 1 qfeqt—qq q^qrq tj^qq qre$- 
qrfqqqq qqqq^q 3 arqfqr qiqqrqqTqrqqqr^ qf^qr ^q- 
qgeqvi ^fqqtfqfefq: 4 i fawr—qqqtqrffqsq i 

qqqtq^q qqid^H fqqfeTqfqrqrq qrd^r: qqqq 6 1 df«- 
*jqq qqfq—qq qrqqiqn:qqq°qqfq q*$ srccjqrqfqsqq^ 
fqf^rqr qqq qFtfqrfqqtqq I qqr— 


t ^?q qfarq ^q fircftfiitoq 
sftqrqq fqqq $qwq i 

Trq^q qifrrcfq fqwnrfaq- 
qqlyqid'iMi'T: jdw n fl 


The other three examples of this figure given by 
Kuntaka are Kirata 0 ix.39-40 ( 3 *qflf q qqqYqqstq 
and faj q^q q ff[ qqqqq^q) and 

qqfsrfqqqt qrq q^sT qq?^^qrt 1 
w T*q qqt^f qqr fqrf^qr <qqT 11 7 


On this last verse, the comment is : 3fq qqiqqq- 

cv 

qiqqrqg-qqqfqq^q 1 


(1) q^qrqq MS. (2) qqiqfera: MS. (3) cRo ms. (4) 
oijftqfvrtfqr^T: MS. (5) qq^Tq MS. (6) Uttara-rdma-carita 
2. 10. (7) Vilcramonasiya iv. 51. 


Kuntaka then raises the question, viz. that if in 
sahokti more than one sense is involved, why should 
not there be in such cases ? This portion 

of the yrtti is unfortunately corrupt, but the general 
sense is pretty clear : 


dTd+lddddSd swqppTFT: d #dddftdfddtdd 

—dd qnrK jpttliftwi 3T ^wrr4 ^4. 1 dftdd 

i d^prt atfta? yrdTd: ddTdrd- 

q-^^TT^ri^ i 3 Fzr^r, dfwreidd 2 ST^d wt#t- 
add^ddd^dWI^d dfd dldkdTd 3 


fa^p^d I ^ddTfdd^dT^TmdTd^dd ?T#T Jd: 

JdTTdddTdddT fddtdd I d**U<l«jfti 

i ‘^farfdw drd’ s<dd dTWd^T 

dWdY^dd—. 4 1 m 

*drjfrdd, *jwdTd: gd: did i ddddrfd 6 d*cddrcTd- 

dd*t flgtfh ?^TT^nTTWrf?^ qftfrfwr: ddsqd I dd- 
I d£dld flj£)Prdf<cd«ki*t, d gd: d^Tfddf^rfdd I 
dd k*kcHf$ifddTddd vfdd^ftcd^d5ddfdfdfd 6 d fdfdddd<yd I 


^SfcdddT dRTdtfdd: d^lfdd: dfod^dd 

3pr?^zn^d 7 UiUi'i ^dcddddt: II 


(1) Lacuna marked in MS. (2) <Tftdd s here probably 
refers to o#d. (3) dTdF^r *PT MS. (4) The MS is corrupt 
here and reads : ddr % 4>ffd^ftr: dFTTdWFtddW^{^ndrt 
wfdd^fdTd d ‘dddrftfd, which gives no consistent sense. (5) 
-dT^dT MS. (6) *fd<Fdt? MS. (7) o*WT d MS. 
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This is followed by a brief treatment of the figure 
The figure drstanta, of which the missing karika 
dr ft ant a may p ar ti y given as follows s 

I 

explained as : <^i'd l 

: 'KPTf^q- JT^FT 1 - 

^rfr^Ff *r dsfatfrir# i w—^3- 

*r*nf«R*r 1 ^Tc^r: T^nFftf : tfpsj 

F*nf*F*r 1 

tfFTRnjfdfaftr I The example given 

consists of the first three lines of the verse 
from Abhijnana-Sakuntala i. 20. ('?[?^*T- 
^ 3 '*? i 

The figure arthantara-nyasa is next taken up, 
The figure of which the missing karika may be 
arlf nyasi a ' coDjecturally restored thus r 
«u«tqi**T'd <fVqrot ^Wlc'FFTF’FT: I 
jfaT.' *T: ^FTTP^niTfiRT.' 11 


The explanation is as follows : arq’fe^qWFTw^'— 

dWi^ifc I *ftssrfcn7*mr: [awf^ <j-J|KT]TPn- 

mTc^JR f: I —*T: I TOW- 

fcddM<;d ^1 m 1 PWT ^3 WmVQ: cTfHK '^ 2 M?>acdid 

I dTT 1 ftwTRTt f^fW' 
df^i ^i^+if<d^>rfd^ : Er: 8 i - ttw 7 — 


(1) MS. (2) fTFn^TTMS. (3) o53Tf^% 

MS. (4) MS. (5) MS. (6) MS. (7) 

dtHlcJ MS. 



3 


^tt’^TR'TWF^T: 2 I wf 



^TFP^f ^ 5 ’ 


3T?ri‘ zPTTf^ . 3 cR=zr STfzTd ': 4 I W — 

tf*iM t t>flqT 5 f^d': I d^^MMpTi^'l'JiM'ifd 0 

*CT^T I The examples given consist of the last 
line of the verse already quoted from 

Sakuntala, and the verse from 


the same drama ( i. 22 ). 

The karika on the figure dksepa , which is next 

Tb dk&pa* dealt witb » may be given tbus : 

faw^ 5 RqT§fa: «Mf'd qTT*{ I 
3 TT^T ^3*T : II 


Explained as : antfqrrftnref—faqq-^iqtkmR I anwi 
*r tftsrorahnwvRt *n?Toq: 1 qrt^T:— 

STf^rmT^FT 317 ^?: $TT£d 8 I 
I —fdW^Tq’TTT jrf^rM^rZTT 1 f^r- 

— wtfax swfa^ t rcr*{ 1 swM st^wj i 

The illustration given is a Prakrit verse which is 
hopelessly corrupt and unintelligible in the MS. 
Having dealt with all the important poetic 


Minor poetic 
figures. 
vibhdvand 


figures, Kuntaka now concludes the 
chapter with some general remarks 
on the subject, incidentally discussing 


(1) ^ MS. (2) *qHRTI MS. (3) The MS is hopelessly corrupt 
her? and reads : qcW^T <TWRT. (4) awrn ST«TT^ MS. (5) 
W for oqqr MS. (6) Ms. (7) q: MS. 

(8) MS read9 JUfcWJenqFT 5T9f^. (9) fWqfqfa MS. 





Resume (Unme$a iii) \\\ 

some minor figures. The figure vibhdvand is first 
dealt with. The kdrikd may be reconstructed 
thus : 

iHlfif f^T^i f^TT^TT I 

Explained as follows: i *1 *T- 

M fd $ 

tznfe I fVsFPT 

WU^T*1 1. 2 

I <TT*I < hK (, i 5 qffrfcf 0 

[d]**r Tfczrrn': swtf i 3c2>ctcipT: i 

tfrnCft*Rri] I W ?W- 

wtOwhift f5TG^TT ^PTfadf ^t*Td I *m — 

3RnpT *T^*T I 

fpprcsr JWoqfafvW^ST ^Tv^RT* HTq - w. 5P^ 8 11 
3TT f)fa*Hi wWt^TW^nMlsftRudfll ^#- 

■*f»3 <f*T^T I 


This is followed by a reference to the figure 
The figure sasamdeha, the kdrikd of which is 
STsarjideha difficult to reconstruct i 

*rep: (?) i 

cRT.II 

(1) otfor MS. (2) The line omitted here, beginning with 
is corrupt and gives no sense. (3) finrrchrer MS. 
MS. (5) *f?mf MS. (6) tf^fa^TMS. (7) MS reads 
<P T fiq*dfl which is obviously corrupt: the emendation is 
<x>njctural. (8) Kumdra 1. 31. 








The commentary is pretty clear : 
cTOf^frownf^n^rr f^pr i vi"V«i ^^hcN i 

difosi ■n R-h Rk^iIV1 vforxwFw 

3d}%d Mfd^lf^fW ^T H«mktM r( *w5i 0 i tfOT- 

M \ < r% fa I ^ I cW ' TO —^fHkd<d''-&MM 1 WT- 
WW* d^J^ld I ftppfa—#17 
^ifon * 3 «<Rd i wr 

■<f^rcn ^ ftrf^RdWT 
?nfPdT ^ wf ^ i 
^frdT 5 f^wr srfr^ft 
3 ?[dl ^ e t>$ , ^lRn1*H u l II 4 

f^T^TdVdt ^RidY^d^H: «PT>ddTSTP^ftJJTO# II 5 
There are two more examples ; one in Prakrit, too 
corrupt and unintelligible, and the other in Sanskrit, 
which may be given here : 

V# 

f% ^st^w-AM <f>H« *p-ii 4 YRid- 


(1) 4**nfcc*nft MS. (2) See Kuntaka’s definition of 
above. (3) TO? TOR MS. (4) Kirata ° ix. 15. (5) frat* 

viii. 53. ( 6 ) 0 ^ 7 to MS. (7) WV MS. ( 8 ) . 

Hi? MS. (9) oJTTT% MS. 
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This figure, in Kuntaka’s opinion is only of one 
kind, being based on utpreksd ( 

). 

^ c\ ^ 

Then comes the figure apahnuti, which is defined 
as follows (the missing karikd restored conjecturally): 

Explained as follows: *rerej>- 

*rfwr sfv ?<& i fe i 

^ftfenR^T: 2 I ?TflT^T 3 - 

Ipalmai ^T:g^TCTT- 

fw?^' wrf^ 

[fa^ncp ?nr^r qw*, ^rr- 

f^ 4 >rW^^^ o f?rwT 5 yfcmi'ar afertr 6 1 Of the three 
examples given of this figure the first (in Sdrdula - 
vikrldita metre) is exceedingly corrupt and full of 
’acunae in the MS ; the second can be given tenta¬ 
tively as follows : 


MFvitaniPaqyi: FTTOPTHTra^ 
t fr 1 

JTT^'tf^clTOmwn- 8 qpd^WsPTt 9 
*fRt ^SRTf^L^TR] d f% ^ # 10 II 


(1) Corrupt in MS, and reads o^?irqj|t«'Jl'hTo. (2) 

WPJ MS. (3) T MS. (4) for fwo MS. (5) JT^TT MS. 

(6) <fftv MS. (7) ^ MS. (8) 

*Ppft marked as corrupt), VW3: MS. (9) oftnft MS. (10) 
(marked as corrupt) MS. 





The third example is Off from Abhijndna- 

Sakuntala iii. 55. 

Kuntaka now proceeds to deal with the cases of 
o and of two or more poetic 

Sarpkura figures. The karikas cannot be res¬ 
tored, nor is the vrtti on them fully 
intelligible. There are two illustrative verses under 
the first head, which may by given thus : 

TJ«PT | 

WTft<l4)$3 A ^Tfd SWtaFPT: 11 

The second would read thus 1 

q^aiwr^r 5 ^^qTTror^rcMHi 
?j^nj 5 r^ r awm 1 

srctfr j^t: i i 

The verse cited as an example has lost 

some letters in the first line : 

(^T MlhS'iei'f!) ^TRTT^J^ft 

fef^T WPT'STH P*J 11 


(1) osqsftPttf MS. Our emendation is conjectural (2) 
VtinttW MS. (3) faq^RTfj^TTq^I MS. (4) qr fcwtf fe 
MS. (5) MS. (6) 'T^Jjg-tbn MS. 
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fa+RfdJgJTT 1 ^ifelf^T^dKtu^ii 
•TPT 'btffu ^< 16 : 11 

Other examples are firefifnjfwfor *T»Hk»TW already 
cited*, and arsqr: SPTfatft from Vikramorva&iya I. 9 
(already cited p. 140). 

Having defined and illustrated all the important 
poetic figures, Kuntaka says that he is not prepared 

Other poetic t0 acce P t any ot ^ er fig ure that, may 
figures. still remain undefined, as independent 

figures, because they may either be 

reduced to some figure already defined or because 

they do not possess the essential charm which is 

necessary to constitute a poetic figure. He says (the 

k&rika conjecturally reconstructed): 


3 T*r«n 7 T*g # ^fw^i^rirr 11 


Explained as : t*# 

^fad«*rfdft^dT: I1 <.d*TT H-llS d fdd'^l- 

xt'fr^idi: 1 1 ozrfd- 

Fgm) WTFcT^, d^^HTTdctd 4 ^fadHIH^TRT- 
I 5tYhi^cT 3T d*TT—^fhn *"i£d'<-d*TT 


(1) ^To, 'fcrmgtf: and o$g*r in MS. (2) See above p. 193. 
(3) %$TTfa?r© MS. (4) JrcflWc}* MS. 





I 


^fbn^zpr, Htwqrm ^rr . 

In this way, he rejects the claim of yathdsamkhya 

to he considered as a alamkdra, although it is so 

considered by older writers (qqrr^Td:) 
Figures A 

rejected and quoting Bbamaha’s example of 
as such. „ . .... 

that figure, he criticises it by saying 

that it lacks the requisite charm ( 

^»Tf?cTf^5er^)*. He finds fault with those 

who enumerate &§ib as a figure and remarks: 

3nfafft T5^ 4 , 

Jjsqqqr 

q'a'f^cT I The case of vi&esokti is the same: 
Prtt^Vq%TWVRF :! TT^T%JTT 5 Wq»T *WT ** ^qercqNjqqfTf. 6 I 
Quoting Bhimaha’s example of this figure 
(iii. 22 ) 

3Frf% 1 

^<difq q^q q ^ qv 5 Tj 11 

he remarks 3TT 


qiqqT«f: I Kuntaka next quotes with approval 
Bhamaha's hdrikd ( ii. 86 ) which rejects hetu, 
siiksma and leSa as figures, because they do not 


(1) The line omitted here is corrupt and gives no sense. (2) 
Jayaratha (pp. 148-9), following Kuntaka, rejects qqififq. 
from the enumeration of poetic figures and refers to this 
passage of Kuntaka. (3) MS. (4) q*q% MS. 

(5) os^jrCTqprfaqT MS. (6) o^qq^: MS. 
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manifest any vaicitrya or charmigness of expression. 
Under the first figure, he cites and criticises the verse 
faz STRAIT (already quoted in Dhvanya- 
loka p. 103); and under the second and third 
figures respectively, Kuntaka cites and criticises 
Dandin ii. 266 Hi) and 236 (arHHTwft- 

facfste 0 ). He thinks that in these cases 
THur^H, and hence they are alamkdrya and not alam- 
kdra. In the same way, he rejects upamdrrupaka 
which is regarded by Bhamaha as an independent 
alam/tdra rcqqrpiTq 1 wynnj, 

3 T^qq?THTqfHTcT), quoting and commenting on Bhama- 
ha's example of the figure iii. 35 ). 

Kuntaka concludes this chapter with a karika 
in Sardula-vikrtyita metre on the general nature of 
(^^crrpr^rHT^rHfir). As the vrtti itself 
is corrupt in places, the missing karika cannot be 
entirely restored, but it appears to contain a 
comparison between poetic speech(HTq>) and Hlfaqq ; 





.^TRlTw 

w htThht 11 

The colophon to this chapter reads 1 

hhirt: ii sft; 11 







W 

Unmesa IV 

This chapter opens with a karikd on prakarana- 
_ , vakrata, of which the latter part is 

vakraid probably lost and the vrtti on which 
is corrupt. It runs thus i 

+1 H'd <H «KK- 

STMt — 



11 ^ 4 ! 

* 

fTOTTi *wpt> i ftyftt —ftsfaT 

fararfa: I ?TT JT^qt 3ZT^T c nrt ^|Tmf<^AWU|i 
5R%: I f%fa%52T— 

TwwM r^Tf<-R^>T5r>Mt ww <- 

P rfr g ftr: i f^fci^i^- 

c«iRial«$fd: I *fV*H *T^c<4m 

*rcW i i <rc*r- 

.Then he goes on to quote as examples 

of TOWURTT from the third act (entitled &§*?*) 
of a drama cited as arfasTTcrsfR^V ; 
faroftwpr . 


(1) 05iW* MS. (2) o*TTffcfa MS. (3) oipft^ MS. The 
reading is corrupt : arajijaretoTSnFT. (4) sic in MS : but we 
expect SwH*kfJ. The reading probably is 37 snFVm^fTT I 


R£sum£ (Unme$a iv) 


TOT: tiPd 

itZvzR? 1 l 

+' <J I ?MI fel*1 *-^*1 4 T^^T 2 ft* 5 TR ^¥4 

mt ^Vr^tsft ^n%r ?: n 

m^xwm 3 q«r 

3 TFcfYcZRr 4 if^ ;j firr^T: 


# 37 # 5 I: 


.TT*W qq^^lH^TSt'T I 

/<aft :<fl*l*i'il <*4 ^crfq 1 I 
t»'Rt'i<>'*t*1KH•xi 5 'jf^rf^T ^ II 


tT#fawTT*rf f r i q^r *ftjnn|ft- 

S?nT l As another example of spRTOH^r 

Kuntaka cites from Raghu 0 canto v the episode of 
Raghu and Kautsa, quoting and commenting on the 
verses ft? TOJ fa*% srtw (v. i8), <r ^fcW?^*- 
(v.30), SJciqH^WT (v.24) and ST%cT- 

(v. 31), and remarking srfcf ?TPT^?pn- 
cpTZTT ^^Tf^lf^t jfMI. 

^Wlfaq^ T: ^FtalFT, T^Wr silWaWdTT ^r 

5PF30ert f^7^[%:lWrfd1<T4?fMWI+d^rftd’irf^?qmf' 6 


(1) ^SFTo MS. (2) Is it ^HnTOT ? (3) MS. (4) 
^tn^fr MS. (5) orrrw^ MS. (6) °f«n^ $4: MS. 








i qwri snfT^or- 

^wrf¥^5%: ^fd^fk^Sfk: ^^T^TO’jftzTT I 


Then Kuntaka goes on : 

-W^ WRF^RJT srarrer^— 

^fe^rawsfq- 

'jcM l ^^^ ^TO^qT vr^ 1 3^dT 11^11 

(^rr) w sra^* ^R^rrPr ^ftf^cnr i 
vn% spink ^P*i 4 <h imi 


w 


^TT—d^T M^KOT 


f d" ( F*kk f t< l«MVA ^PTT^T^T 

STdd i ^ 3 — 4 >m<w 
4 ^f%3zr*n^mf i —^Ri^-dM^^sf^r ffd- 

I —W 5 T 3 FtT^ZT 

sftfad IT^WT I dd TOTJT tffaPTO:* 
^T^nRyifT 3TT^iM fdH*i G 3f^T I I 



an example Kuntaka quotes and comments on 
the introduction of the curse of Durvasas in the 
Abhijnana-Sakuntala and its effect on the king's 
mind, citing in this connexion the verse 
SVTwnrtttfT (iv. 87), tfh fa 5 faw 

TOTfa^T (v. <04), 5R!nfwfad«R«CT (vi. 138), 

and auf^^dT^dS 0 ( vi. 152 > 7 . Then he adds : 

(1) c gnw fe MS. (2) o^7T ^ffTMS. (3) F MS. (4) The 
words omitted are corrupt and read (5) MS repeats 

^4>«W t Pt here. (6) srn*Tfsr*f MS. (7) The commentary portion 
is so corrupt that it is not possible either to follow the 
remarks or give an intelligible summary of it. 




Resume (Unme$a iv) 




' 3 CHm«T 3 TR l Rlf<fd fgRT I 

m^r 1 3 n^r*T ^rra 2 ^?r- 

fWfT^TTq- mVrtKi^ i ^rstr^t (7: v^) 

°4l*?4ldH I TWrfVferi c<\^i ^T*fa- 

5R7#| *2rW^cR5T«ftRT I 

f-f^cK <3rU*I rR W^rfRRTT: I 
ftr: 3 RtR 'jft^cT R ^RRWfcRT: 11 
^c^RR^W: I 


Then he goes on to the next kdrikd on the 
subject : 


SFTRTfa 


SR^R^+^IMT ^TR^cJ^FT 1 
c^rfeqR: 'Tfe^FTf IIVI 

r: I 

SJ 

^ ^f- 4 c+#: ll^iI 



^H^vRld I f+"*(—arftrffePFi^TRt- 
'Tf^RJJ I ^R^frcT, * *R: ••• 4 rc^f%c*TRRT^RT- 

RcR | £fT:—^^raTr^^Tf<*T«{ ; > 3 ^T^TT- 
^HT^c^TfiRT I' —Rfe§<d, MR---(r)^- 

<R I fafafW:—^^rRyPTf ffl^H diH, 


(1) W R MS. (2) * RR MS. (3) Portions of the 
-from here up to srfdRsrfcTRfRT are repeated in the MS. (4) 
The word omitted as corrupt here is given as ^fRT: in one 
place and vftrer. in another, in the MS. (5) MS. 

(6) o’ffTf^j; MS. 





wwrft i crfcjpcf ....* 
tiPiq^rtfiRT TT^TTTTTHT ST^M^H^ef^Pl^T (*TT) 5' 



(1) The word omitted is corrupt and reads (tfR- 

fr*?) in MS. (2) smFT^o MS. (3) MS. (4) 

This lost drama is quoted in ( cd. Parab iii. 72, 

p. 72) and apparently in ffTf^TC'T'T vi. 225 (quoted as Jgt- 
TjfWtf)- (5) The passage omitted as corrupt reads : frfT3T- 

(6) The omitted corrupt passage 
reads: ttM FT T TT (iffor^T?). (7) ofH^I^PTT 

MS. (8) The omitted corrupt words read in MS. as 4><tT$M- 
JTHFT. (9) The words omitted as corrupt read : 5PT5TFT. 
(10) The words omitted as corrupt are : (11) 

The rest of the passage (one line) is hopelessly corrupt and 
unintelligible. 









Risumd (Unme$a iv) ^vs- 


W^M+KHcMK^Pd I d^T ^ d^f— 


—^3 dTdc^dTfr I 

3^: (d'^TSPTq)— 

fpTTWdd’ I 

-^<£3:— 3 fPT, 'H^^: I 

szrfd+'C tffaY t^dTdTW^ 

Tr fcr%nrft %rfer i 



fd^d^p 5 ld 4 l 4 11 

Ml- 

*Td i ^*T< -d^d 2 (d^T:) 



^c 7 rnrt<cife+.^i rfr^dfe n 




rc^ i q^r qdrq-q i ‘^Jim’ 3 ^ ^f^m- ^ 
£4><r4 d|pTPT vIM^nTm^k^^ i 

Kuntaka continues to describe another variety 
of this vakratd : 


3 T*qT qd - TORR TO^T?TpT— 
yPdH^<^i ^Mfd’flT^rT^Htr^d: I 
q^T qdTfwrrdRT d* Wd: ^f: I ivs 11 


(l) The readings of this extract from Act V, 

differ in many places from those of the printed editions. (2) 
qrf3RT only in MS for f^i^P^ao (3) q«t^tdl**fa MS. 






an*nftr 


THialfV 3R fafasqalfa ^T^cT I <bi*f— 
^m^Tf^rfTO 1 2 5fbrR i fcfafwm—^nferrp^^fR, 
^fec r g^ RT 1 TT: 3 4 * —q^TfWRRT, ^ 
?wr 1 f+fojRFrc— 

^Udi^lHsWHH 6 I TRJ?—JT: 5^: 3 TT TRR I *RT— 
fcW, 5T^f 5RTW, OT# ^TR ?fd TRd | 


iCCI 


*5fTf^uj: I q^tfra sftelftranffopftfsffi:, JR^Rr^RTW?:- 
5T^nf^RT: I 3ppre*T T^TPT:—d^T ?)- 

M*t»^IM*t»K^ ^3 5 R^r 7 +^^f^M+I^O'HlH 

f^PTT ^T^fcTd 5 T^TRfcr TRuftq'+R 4 K1 «R*1F*R 31 ** 1 % I 
After citing the Harsa-carita 9 as affording an 
example of this variety of yakrata, Kuntaka quotes 
extensively from the drama Tapasa-vaUaraja-carita 
charming illustrations of this form of sr^wnffiT. 


(1) The portion from Vjtti from here up to 
is repeated in MS. but the readings are corrupt in both places. 

(2) MSS 2PRt TTfTJtrTTT in one place and JTCRPrTfetfprer in 

another place. (3) 3KTTR in the second or repeated passage. 

(4) 3^PTR MS. (5) o^rq- in one place and o^nn: in another. 

(6) T^RTTR^TR in the first passage. (7) sn^: MS. (8) 

for *q*PTO in MS. (9) It is not clear what episode is 

particularly referred to. 


Rdsumd (Unme§a iv) 




He comments on the pathos of the king’s speech 
beginning with (Act ii) 


it* 


but unfortunately the rest of the verse is corrupt in 
the MS. as well as the comments on it After 
referring to two other verses from the same drama 
(«nTT%5JT fWtfq and ^qf^crfFTcrq^TCiq 0 ) already ex¬ 
plained by himself 3 , he quotes and discusses the 
following tearful speech of the king lAct iii): 

^mtc^rPTf^d?n srfdre tszrr 5 q-dw i 

fr TRfd *Tf: WIWqT cT*T cPTT 

^Tr^Trfq- w 5 ^t*t| 7 ii 

Kuntaka points out the use of fcrdsrr^PTT in the last 
line is to assist the pathetic sentiment in 

the verse. Then the following verse is quoted 
from Act iv: 


dPTd Sdfaftpjfd- 
tid'd cddd^l^H dST’.tdrtt 'b'fV-fdT I 


(1) o^T^VJdt in MS. (2) The reference in Berlin MS. of 
the drama is ii. 73a (3) Sec above pp. 151-2. (4) The read¬ 
ings are corrupt in our MS., but they are corrected, when 
possible, from Hultzsch’s quotations from the Berlin MS. 
?f<W fafodd in our MS. (5) MS. (6) TtT^TT MS. (7) 
Berlin MS. iii. 77a. 





I Rtanfe 1 cf^TT f*RT *RT 2 wrz&j 
xsi faddk spg f^n^d: 3 II 

The next verse cited from the same drama ( Act v, 
Berlin MS. v. 86 b ) is : 

TO 4 

«nwrr*^dvVcw«i wtt f?ifc*kt55Fr»ViT i 
5 d i dtt fafasroid *rfssroat 
fa^d fa> fr^kPTR^F^TT^cTRrS^rr ftr^rr^ n 
The 'J 5 *TW SRTOT of the king evidenced by the 
following verse (Act V, Berlin MS v, 87a) is then 
commented upon as enhancing the WTTff 1 
f% srmT d w ddpjwr 
^ST fv ?T 3 RIT d 3 T st^fad VfTRT «PT f*Hd I 
cddi Alfalfad»kTdd §d <^d*1 MlQd f% 
f% 2^dT ffadT d ddKd d <«lfa fad 11 
Tfdi 'tWcr' 5 ?TOd*Hi»fH R'ijifi^“ 4 Vf«dI dkd r-=^r- 

TO^g; TF 5 TT—dfd 

cd^dMifkifatfb?#d sfafa: siftt ddr diffai- 
TOTcdT <dTO 2j|<V*+fa< ddlf^T fdSd^TT I 

TO^TCr^ddM'Idd TOT tjfo: fdRrdd 
d^d^l *RT *T ?[dd d£d STd dT<kr 5 11 


(I) fcftcUTftf MS. (2) *HT MS. (3) This line is already 
commented upon by our author. See above ?V®. (4) 
^tK MS. (5) Berlin MS vi. 93a. The last line in our MS. 
*&ds ** fRT. The reading in the text is adopted from 
tiie Berlin MS. which gives better sense. (Hultzsch, Naehr. 
Goett. Gets. 1886, p. 238). 



R£sum6 (Unme$a iv) 

After this, Kuntaka refers to Raghu 0 ix, depicting 
the episode of Da$aratha's hunting expedition (ipraf- 
and remarks : STRTSTfrr Ti 5 Tr 

qrcwfcnaw draqr 

faf^TT faT<§f<d*?%d M rcfa fa csfr I The 

poet’s treatment of this episode is then discussed in 
detail, and verses 63 3enSTR*rtTr^^°), t >7 (ari'T 
^WMtTrcTj, 57 (5Wr 'YfJcTCT jflWCT), 7° (tf ^l^cTf$*°) 
60 (f^^rjcn^rr 0 ), 72 ( 3 T«rc 5 n 5 Rtif$fa°) and 80 (5TiqlS- 
«H«OTWT°) are quoted in this order from the canto 
in question. 

The next kdrikd is missing in the MS. and can be 
only partially recovered thus from the vrtti : 

[fTSMi“l 5PRT#i I 

formal it 11 

—*TOft*OTPttq], 5R^a^Tq«iM‘ti^'}fl'Hi'ai*i^ 2 I fa 
—^TSRnt: 3 1 Tf5v*rfaif& 

fqq^d I M <Hi^ :— 

f^rfa^T tf4dd 1 

(1) There must have been a lacuna here for the missing 
<?P?, although such lacuna is not marked in the MS. (2) ©*faR 
MS. (3) HT^?PT«RTT$: MS. (4) MS. (5) 

MS. 



w 




The example cited is the episode of Kusa's 
in Raghu 0 xxi, and verses 54 and 

82-85 ( 3 Tdfd qrrd^dTdTdW etc.) are cited and dis¬ 
cussed in this connexion 1 . 

The next karikd on prakarana-vakratd runs thus : 





: ^tsPr 1 

^tfdUdMKJ: dTfTd: ddfa TO! ll?o|| 


^T^K: Sfrrfq" W ... 2 SdTT’JTCd 3 dT Wf 

ddrrot dddrfd dd?d: I ddlf^ : idfa^^dfa+’d: ^Ftsfqr 

?*?dd—dd dfddrffr Tfft d: 4 dTTOT: [d*d] fd^d^d: ddT^:,. 
d?d 5 fad^d: dd^TTddrfdddT ^>*tsfd 

... 6 fdWT>^dd... 7 I fafdfw:--^dfd<7WSr:, aiWdrT- 
HdTdfdgdSJdd: I The example cited is ddT 
where fdW*d ^TCisthe d^V 


Td: 


ddT d d|W qd—-TTdT (dTHfld)—3d f<lcdd, 
fd^S fd^S, dd d fddddTdTdTd d^sfd I (fd^ftdd) dd 
TOfdHdTId ddd^d^d dFTdfdfdddfd I (fddTod MWf) 
dd fdd^edtsfed | 


(1) The passages are too corrupt for intelligible quotation 
or even for a sensible presentation of their general drift. (2) 
The words omitted are corrupt and read : drepFTt *nfr dddT 
HfpnRPTT^ -dd^d: (3) ST«K«f MS. (4) The ^passage is obviously 
corrupt and reads : zpt Tdt d*d W., which gives no 

consistent meaning. (5) dFdMS. (6) The words omitted are 
corrupt and read : '*jdfa4FT (7) The words omitted are corrupt 
and read : dTd*....;?*ftir. 



Resume (Unmesa iv) 


W 


riqjjrtti ?f ^r-T.IH <: 

§TOdfc’ 5RRR7T I 

wrfa ^?WRt ?r wro 

*r H 


In this quotation from Vikramorvaklya, Act iv, 
there is one point to which attention may be drawn. 
The drama as known to Kuntaka possibly did not 
contain the Prakrit verse f^ 3 T 3 Trf^ 3 T which occurs 
between srfacjtjfc and the verse in some 

printed texts (ed. Bomb. Sansk. Ser. Act vi, p. 113) 
while the passage q>*T does not occur 

in this place in the printed edition. This point need 
not be pressed too far, but it possibly supports the 
suspicion of those scholars who regard the Prakrit 
verses in this Act as interpolations. The other two 
verses referred to by Kuntaka in this connexion are 
q^jf and which, as he himself 

says, he has commented upon already (see above pp. 
151, i6r). The next example cited is : 3T 

where the rasa involved 

is fix. 


The next karikd describes another variety of the. 
same 1 . . 

JHPuUHSrFiWT — 

mXTFTK? d^cTT 11 \\ 11 


qWRq 3 WT 5 RffiTT«ft ?RR: I zpft- 

eri^fti 1 '3 r *it^fa tflevta'i 3rf^f q>^rjftgw.. 2 mRi<?h- 
3Rq" fqf^RT qF^ 5 ^ JT^FR^R^TR qT^cf I 
fWT—WR^F^f^Tri I qqH'qfq-^' WTW ^T 
qf^TTW^Rfir l As an example is quoted the episode 
from the Mudra-raksasa, introduced with cTcT: srfqsrfq 
*s^T: pq\- (Act vi), and the conversation which 
follows. In this connexion, the verse 
(Act vi. 4) quoted and commented on, but the 
verse is so corrupt in the MS. that it is almost beyond 
recognition. The drift of the whole conversa¬ 
tion between Raksasa and the Purusa relating to 
Candanadasa, beginning with arfRSjq^r 

qrt I5: and ending with Purusa's words tfssr arcrfc is 
•explained with reference to the above karikd. 

The next karika further explains and develops 
the above: 


sqiRR— 

H\H\ fri+tfHI^iqfq H f "TfayRS : 3 I 

engjrct mmjv 




(1) ^fWfrq% MS. (2) Some words are lost here and the 

MS. marks a lacuna with qRTt.fr. Undoubtedly the phrase 

which is explained must have occurred here. (3) 
The verse is corrupt in MS, and reads ©qiforfqgqfat. (4) 
fa u ll<l*WRH;MS, . 





R£sum£ (Unmesa iv) 

M'*<viS*TRr: 1 y+<i||rd < 4 j 2 ( 

^nfd ^kTUT ll?^ll 
ysurrRr totft, *n$- 

c^Rrq% *rfw*P{ I ^^rfFT 5 TV<u|^|rd: FTcf 
r pfwR' I i^1 I TT^FJT 

ar^i^ui^T^— 4 sfir qr^r i W¥w^— 
F'rqRfd'ici'd F^nf^rF^R^r i ^tefi: 6 —?rnrr- 


gFTTftr^q- I ^TT cTTc’FFT—f^T- 
f^Tf o OTte 5 T[:] «pffa 3 T[:] Fft*Fl1w 6 qfsit^ 
^praj^faT: 7 mwjrf sr^^NIfer %% *r4- 
^fSFr 8 3 TfRR 9 5 TPnf 5 FpfrFRTt 

f^f^rrfwf^fpr^>r«r: TOTioamif^+Mi, ferfq ^^'r- 
-tf^ri^Fd 10 1 (gmwi) qw 11 erfpsrcr- 


■f£t ^tsfr ^if^urn; sr sr i 
^PT: ^•Kcfl'iliq- f^FF^FT II 42 


Then the next verse in the drama (iii. 12 sfatf: to*r) 
is quoted, and commented upon. The next example 
given is from Uttara-carita, Act vii.where Rama's 
speech fjRIT ff WSWH etc. is cited. 


(1) oFTRTMs. (2) sr^TRT MS. (3) oWTTfofr MS. (4) 
The apparently corrupt words omitted are : *prY 37 37*7. (5) 
The words are corrupt here and read : (6) 

MS. (7) ogprFTt MS. (8) o^pft MS. (9) ar^RT* MS. 
(10) og^nrFr MS. (11) 3^3% MS. (12) B&lu-ramayana 
iii. 11. 





The next variety of is defined as 

follows : 

anTRfq' tttotwttt: m+'i wfas+'dfir— 

^ i Gw fc^Rnfr 1 i 

T^FTT 2 fVfaTRT II **11 
T cS 3 ^ 1 I 


Unfortunately, a part of the vrtti on these karikas 
is lost in the MS and the remaining is too corrupt 
to give a consistent sense. It seems, however, that 
STffHnr is paraphrased by the word T fOTTTTT, which 
fact makes it likely that the word is possibly ar^mi^T- 
The term is explained as : ^fmcT 3 — 

pTrofem^fWRT, qcsn^nfh- 

STfacTfftiOTT 4 cTOT^ The subs¬ 

tance of the first of these karikas is thus set forth : 

Wgti TOM TOT 

TOT MWIhdOT T^TTIfcdfl N WT^- 

TFTTRITPT I TTT JR- 

WTTTWT I 3dOTOTf^RT- -3 Rift OTOT- • • - 

TTPTOT *PjKfr? mUMH | feftzr- 

Tfa—OTR Tf%fhTTOT fh^Mr^TTT^YTRTTTTR- 
^TTTfjTTTT°RTTTf^TTT <OT 


(1) gronfa MS. (2) Sic in MS. Is it arfFTt ? (3) 

MS. (4) MS. (5) MS. (6) ^TTrfiTcTRTo MS. 




■ Ml 



rT[**J $ 



'tiOKUV 


HIMI tn^TMT 

V 


3TTv11Tq 

rv.,;n,-^n 

t 

IK+tl'l +t r M*tl‘ 



1 -tie'll ( c tl‘ l 1 9 l*t<S^K1*iMI+U+^H|itt1HI < Vt'' 


*... . 

I 3 T *-’>TT—m^c^TT: 

^trRq^^rwT (sfr] anf^^dw^r; i f^T^r 
gg?: *fkrf: *V 4 «*ifcsr*«f 

H*iI WTfar^:^TWfa^ 7 n- fe^TT: 
f^OT i fe^raraT (?) finawRSt 


zF*rufv[ ki m fa i 

The next illustration cited is from the Veni-samhara 


(1) o^fsprzftsfa MS. (2) The construction here is some¬ 
what peculiar. (3) The portion omitted is corrupt, but it 
probably gives some proper names of the person by whom the 
good news of Samudradatta is narrated. (4) MS. 

(5) ft R 3 TlMS. (6) tafW44i4*t MS. (7) It 
is noteworthy that the summary of the episodes of the ^nr- 
is given up to the marriage of ^fV^t. But Kuntaka obvi¬ 
ously knew Dhvanydloka and Anandavardhan’s criticism of 
canto viii. (8) MS. 





Actii (q^T srfqqif^K^pcrWq fsqfqs^) 

and from §i$upala-vadha. The whole topic is wound 
up with antara-Slokas which are fragmentary and 
corrupt in the MS. 

After dealing with prakarana-vakratd, Kuntaka 
takes up prabandha-vakrata which 

Prabcndha 

vakrata forms apparently the last topic of 
dicussion. The kdrikd is given thus : 

$fdc}d yrcf'rjtairr I 

uw 7rr fqqjJ f qqq ll^ll 

fqqqT^sfdSTrq AT q^RT^q TOTT ll^vsll 

?TT M , 4 r ^T 7 T dl£q»dMd r qT[3:] TWT qqd\Rf I 

W f^>i RTTcT, FTFtR°T ^R°T Rq*q 

qtfq <lq* j ftq'FfqfqqT I 'TqT—qfu<jd i»-qq tn$Q$TqT I 

SfdfrPJ 4 WR7T frTT fq^3T qr WW 

q^qsrqr dqdiqxq 5 qr qf<cq*qfq qrqq i 
q^qr:—q*qT qq q*qq qqswd^q i frqqrqT: 

—ofiq^V*-41 pAtff*rq: I 3TPF7 qR^TK d I p 41q^q- 
qrqqRqqmq qeqrcqqteqT q*qr: i Prqqq—fqqqr 3 ^- 
fq^rw, M rdq'rarifqqifqqq^qqiq-TTq I As illustra¬ 
tions, Kuntaka cites Venl-samhdra and Uttara-rdma- 
carita. These two dramas are based respectively on 

(1) MS. (2) *qqq MS. (3) faqq MS. (4) 

MS. (5) 3 * 415^1 MS. 


R£sum6 (Unme?a iv) 

the epics Mahabharata and Ra may ana which have 
Santa-rasa as the predominant sentiment ( THTW*!- 
^nrnsurt^ ^n^rf^r ); but the 

itivrtta is somewhat differently treated in the two 
dramas, in which the prevailing rasas are vlra and 
Srrigara respectively. • The antara-tloka with which 
this topic closes is corrupt. 

The next variety of prabandha-vakratd is thus 
defined and explained : 

d i w'fc+qqtfq u i i i 

ii^cii 

flgr!<«h<IM(9R| U$m\ I 

f^fcr m fafwrzr to iihm 


AT ftps’ll TO 

i gq>fa:—jqfcr ftretfa 

tfcfi j g i fa r i frr tfiqtwwito; i 

^TFTTgrRT 


I ^RTT^RT 7TT 
3RT dgfff d<'d J ld 4Ts c<4 <5dT*T fV$m37 

qfrf^WqT I 3.4 ddd ^Tdfd—$fd??lfft4lfgdi c t | 3dd ^^1- 

qrfa: w&ri w qn^qTfq %>fzrq*T?qnwT*r- 


(1) ORTfffarp. 238. (2) oq^f^T MS. (3) oSTF^fa 
MS. (4) MS. (5) TOT: MS. 





faKidMdto d«i«h-M 2 


ferrt f^ndT^r f^igPra^ft 
<£*^dwfa*r«r TO II (i- 3) 

feffTcrfir^ ?FT^g ^r: 11 (i. 46) 

^ <pai ^fPT- 

fl'-dftfchO «bft«hdnd II (iii 22.) 

iczufeu ^>vsriwTRrt ™n^?Rif# 

w^tw ^f^rr . 

3PTd5q'< I ^'f*ra <U : ^-carSMTTRtqf^- 

felrt#T?: M'l^dlf^q’lWRW dTF*Rft ’TTCt^- 


•fTWter^ ^rF^rfWR ^4*i^fd I The comment goes 
on expanding these remarks and ends up with an 
antara-Sloka which is fragmentary in the MS. 

Kuntaka then proceeds to deal with another 
variety of prabandha-vakrata, which is defined and 
explained as follows ; 

( ; TOtsfa ^FcKJFTCT: — 


^PTRRFdTPT'T 5 <ttl 5&TT ll^o|| 


(1) tn^nfqdq”! Ufl*TPPT4T MS. The emendation is conjectu¬ 
ral from the sense of the *rrTft3T (2) MS. (3) 

tfi&To MS. (4) The passage omitted is corrupt and reads : 
■•fcfftl^'«TIT*nT27?tt?T^TT. Perhaps the reading should be : fwq- 
*TTC ^ F'tSTZITT (5) MS. 






Rlsum£ Unmc?a (iv) 


m 

aqq ara fafqqR 2 Tq> 3 qwq i . 
qq^qraa^arfa aaf ^nrPr sprtpj ii^ii 


■^F^q- ^'WK^WricT jW^Rt =T^TR^fe^rt aaqfq 
^qi'i'^rrpmr— a 3arfqqTa>qTtfqHc*Krq—aw 
i qasat—qfra? ? a<Ka ^h°t 3 faf^jvrfqrqT 

w I *wfa<T'3<w\ amf^asR^ta 4 > 
fafcw awt firaT q ar, faf-3wa?aTwqqaa^qq: t 
^nj^r—Twq^w[far>aR]fqq7fqa^ anfqqqfe- 

l b«RiaHiqfdOqT'i+if<yn 5 1 ^t: 6 —aqa arq fa^ri : 7 i 



aaa qTq^axr^^sTq t(a£qrfa < t>ifVt>sq fa^qa: afa^'. i 
aa qq fafaaRTat'rqqaT 
Wfa^rpr | 3Tqr^q qTaTq:—qr 
aaaFa^aaaraR srfafa faq^qrar qasqraqrerrfq faarreq- 
arar ar q* 3 aa*oqrqn;raa q^f^^aqfaawfaqrr 
qq^qqq Trqoffq^(qqt^) qfq»qw 8 qTqqTfa i The 
illustration given is Stiupala-vadha. 


The prabandha-vakrata is further developed and 
explained thus: 


ffrqqerqatsfq arq^a: i 
qj^Fax^qq^a t a^eqqfaqfa-^ nw 


(1) fwa: MS. (2) fa#'* MS. (3) qrrfaTTa MS (4) MS 
reads : qfaeJRfrcqqcaT^a which is obviously corrupt. The 
emendation is conjectural. (5) MS reads ofq^qTqfcRlftHI. 
(6) fra: MS. (7) fasqa: MS. (8) fwTR MS. 






W 

TO ffffroat I 

*nro ^ror ii^ii 

The vrtti on this kdrika is corrupt and fragmentary 
but may be given thus : flruifr ^ TO^dT, 

3?**T ^TTOtf^f *nF*T: I 

TfOT^^ftsf^^TO:—^ q?TOf i^q^qfTO^'tt'tsfq- 
«H ^«rHHd^5?rrTO^^dXsft] 'TT^ :1 

^T^^TOf^TTf^nj TO frfro^FT I 'htfi'd^fn 

[3T] TOdT a^<r«twftNfr1>£ anfTOTf^F- 
'f-^qTTt 3 q r T%^, y^dr4R)4<qir^-idRifefc^% i The rest 
of the vrtti on this verse appears to be lost, although 
no lacuna is marked in the MS. This is clear from the 
fact that some words of the kdrika are left out in 
the explanation and no illustrations are given and 
discussed. The next kdrika is abruptly begun in 
continuation of the vrtti with one foot missing. 
Probably one whole page or folio was lost or mis¬ 
placed in the original MS, of which the scribe had no 
idea ; hence no lacuna is marked. A part of the com¬ 
mentary on kdrika 23 appears later as part of the 
commentary on kdrika 25 (see below pp. 244, 246). 
The example cited there is shot!??, with the mention 
in a fragmentary passage of and qi 1 

The next kdrika (as we have indicated) suffers 


(1) MS reads ^TT (3ffT?) after this word. (2) ^5 MS. (3) 

gmr fr ft ms. 




Resume (Unme$a iv) 

also from this loss and misplacement in the original 
MS, and the first foot of the verse (which can 
however be restored from vrtti) is missing : 

[ 3 ffiRTt 3^3? t 

WPT^fr^T'fr^TTHTf'T jst «Fpr: 1RVII 

sn^rt ^3*1 —3mgt ^Tcr 3 «t <fddt 3 ^ 3 *! 

m 1 ^r®q- <*rnrPr ^Rrt 

*tid 4 > wr fV?- 

*n% ^frfVPOr^T 4^ M To *i 1 * ti 1 v J M +1 : I ^*T—^rf^TFTT^- 

fn^rrfa 1 

tot ^ ^rq-'V^r ^tpt ... 2 i * arfq-'- 


I The illustrations cited are such 
names as : inn—l^rj^-^TTTOT-srfdM \U\Z- 



smnf«r 1 


The next kdrika is unfortunately missing, and 
cannot be restored from its fragmentary vrtti. The 
sense appears to be that in such prabandha-vakratd 
different poets, basing the plot upon one particular 
legend, unfold it in different ways, sometimes 
abridging, sometimes expanding it. Curiously 
enough, the missing kdrika appears later, after the 
kdrika next following, with a corrupt and frag¬ 
mentary vrtti again on it. It runs thus : 


(1) snflX MS. (2) MS is corrupt here and reads ^^if«r 

forfa?). 




3 ** 





^T: 1 ^tTeRTT: 2 I 

^u|r^^ri^t* 1 r^'t?qq^£iTOqrr qTOl^ I R^l I 


The vrtti restored from both places s would run thus: 

jsurfer ^e^TRT 3 F 7 T>q-(#^T^T) 

I ^ d—-^?T^rr: ¥ t T'P~ 
5^.W: I ftf#2T '—SWFfiWW ^T:, q^T.... 


tftfaflT: 4 I ^I p^T] fWfcM tfsrqf?;:, 
3 F^ 3 T fqwi^f^: 


3 T 


if ^H>?WtTT *Tddi dqP^f<cW I 


As Kuntaka summarises : dTcWT— 

fr^qqHi q$q: sra^srr 


«PTPW' 

^fr afwwr^rfd1 m\ —TTCTwptr- 



vj< 1 ti era 

<r*r:i wiflm ftr^TOmrK- 

7TWT3T sfadm afawm ^ ST^WMlfadcf- 

^fflyr^TT T^flqdi) 6 vnftopft ddaqT'-41fed *1 1 q < twj&rt- 
^qltdqr ^ ffd <di 7 q d'toftscd q mi: tt q ch 1 q m Pci 

^TOUT I 


(1) .TOT *T3T MS. (2) MS. (3) Possibly the pages 

of the original MS were misplaced, and this and 
got mixed up and misplaced. (4) MS is corrupt here and 
reads : (5) *Pmhnr t^f MS. (6) Read 

T*nfW^t? (7) o^tiftc^q^TTf^fnj%^r MS. 




Resume (Unme§a iv) 

wgft? fr^ i 

st^'ctt: 5nf^R snrrcFd 'pr^ 'j^ 11 
V^VditaiW: I 

The next kdrikd is also missing but can be 
restored from the vrtti thus ; 


^?>dT IR^II 

The vrtti is corrupt in many places but may be 
restored thus ; pr?rT^f<fa3RHT 
jT^wrpft 

W%%: I ptf^TRW—]^H>qT7T 2 fH *q *Fffa- 

•TPT I ^cFfT: 5RWT: ^TRT: « W I fey I M4> I <1 wftf <T 3 *T>TO 
V fej ^tfdTRT: 4 dg4fe*rf% fwqf% 

q- # i —s^srPr ^rf^- 

arfvT^r#rtvr^^rfw (o^wdisiifo ?) ^terr: 


*RT—H^KI^ra I cR f| 
sirTTRT: SPT^ZRT t^l 


trq- | 


5T3R<J 


(1) o^rfe^r^R MS. Just before this phrase the MS 
repeats arrest t^«T of the above ^Tfr^T and there is a 

somewhat confused arrangement of the words. (2) arfa^Hlqpro 
MS. (3) afjrcmw MS. (4) sftffow MS. (5) ftnrw MS. (6) 
faftrairfr MS. 






This is followed by kdrikd 25, which is misplaced 
here (see above p. 242). The MS breaks off with the 
discussion of as an illustration of the 

prabandha-vakrata described in that kdrikd, with 
these words : ZPTT —cTT §T*faK 4 

....I 

Here our MS ends without completing the chapter 
and the work. It seems, however, that not much of 
the work is lost, as prabandha-vakrata appears to be 
the last topic which the author had proposed to 
discuss and would naturally come at the end of the 
work. This topic is not completed, but possibly it 
could not have taken more than a few more kdrikds. 
As no other topic is left for discussion, it is 
impossible to believe that the work contained more 
than four unmesas, or that the unfinished topic 
could have occupied such extended treatment as to 
require another unmesa to finish. 

There is no colophon to this chapter, but the 
scribe marks : arcnTRftsf *wr:j 




I. Index to the Text 


( References are by chapter and verse, unless otherwise 
specified ) 

A. Index of Karika-$lokas 


?ivv3 

3TCTT }R 

3Tfat?qFcTC<T*To 3l{o 

3n^RSrf5TVftT5;?T 0 $ R «\ 

*Tt w? 

3 Rj^ITFI TRifto ^1^ 

«*) 

3 m^R> * ^i?o 

3TWT»I^Wff?VTT o ^1?^ 
3 nrpfin: 9 r^nf \\\ 
3ff^»rrf^cT<r^Ho tR» 
amfhrwpraRt vn 
3WHtfnrc*mf: ?iy<\ 

aRWW*Hl$rf<o *Ro 

srmrf^rfrFT^o r \\6 
drrwfrr \\\^ 

X\\\ 

sKK«Mf<**F«o ^i?r 
?l?o 

r t^ jt Tnl: ^lt 


*rpT<$ $iv» 

**£w*TClfW 3 RY 

'FHffetf'jfa: 'TSR 

ipf^5ZfTT[<qiK<<0 

jifnT *Fr*Rf*(wi o 
«wf^wrT«n#sPr 
«ih+’iPt fww ?|V^ 
^4 , i‘6«it*rc o $ r 
CTJpfsPNTraMR : 

5f«TT0 {R 

^TfirPTiJ^f^n riy 
, K*T tT ; fR f tf^c i rr^ RR$ 

TOTOI 5 T>m *IV* 

MpwWPjcj’ ^tf^T 
srftnTR*T*ft^?o \\x* 
JTfftWFRT ?|Yo 
STRUTT <RITW 

m^ r«*r^r^r ^rv» 



H*<* INDEX TO THE TEXT 


HR? 

^TR^T *RY 
iM'ta M igytefo o ^|V 
rn^^Tff^T'WFT: ?R* 
nTffTOwro 313 
JTFrWf^TT^o ?| 

mnfs^fV WRt JTT*T ?R? 

^IV 9 

^ ftfcRTfa #fa*f $R<S 
*% sfiro# HRS 

w HRvs 

*TC tfS^TC: ?R« 

*7^ ^TRT^SiTTFTT^T HR 3 

^J'OT^TSTTo ^U 

m ^:TOT<prf ?RY 
TOPPTHTOPfn ?RS 
?R<S 

qyifd+'lH^ 5 i 4 ?iy<s 
*F*J**T tu«lc-«<ai HRY 
*T*rer -fin ^rti'-ywi: Hl^ 
<.ci<.fq*^<£^%HTo ?RS 
wiHr^R jtftt HRS 
wt pmw$ ^iv^ 

PfHflrR-^c^Ko ?R 

HR 

M: ?R? 

$R 


2Flfopflf*FT: FT5ff: HR 
cW^iqi^RT HR 


•o ?RH 
?RS 

'4PM W ^TratSiTT: ?Ro 


4P'dc37: 'K'Tc^TTFKo HR\. 

^T^mrq^lf^ro *RS 
TT^rtsqt 4T^F: 3T3^: ?l<i 


fafcpft *PT dVlPro o ?T<R 
Ww #»W HRS 
faWW qi^IcKTRf. HRV 
fa%T: STcW^T: HI^H 
=^ ?iy^ 

t^rvqfqf^ qr^if ?|YY 
sir^T^TfTFT^o ?|Y 

TOi«y ?RS 

sl«Jl^T tlf^Cll ^ 5 © ?|V». 
*P» 5 t f^ftTcfTT^o ?R 


5T$T ^?RS 
gr^Ufaere^ Sl<^ 
^rdQ«iwi^ir^ ?rs 
?7fd" r^i^r< HIHH 

hr 

TFTfa ^ 4 *TFT?: HR* 

tMflWKMPWM^o ?RR 



INDEX TO THE TEXT 


*n%*r*R7it: 3ftm° ?Rvs 
gf^TOf^r: tftsif ?R^ 


fpt fNta’frnfa rwx 




B. Index of Illustrative Quotations occurring 
in the Commentary 


8W»'5f«T<°ra^o \\%, *|\R 

? iv«\ 

srwf vn^rraf ?R^ 
am^ft'wrsro 

3TT^: 

SI^FRfWaWo ?Ro 

3R?T ?TTtf f^T^o ?I<S3 

arn^racTR^T: ?i?°v 

arfffsirf^i cTRSf^o ^|vR 
3 fif Sl*d*Hl: ?\%£ 

arawrt cnn f^TW: 
arfTT pRcT ^FRT: R\U 
3f^‘ *T^tW ^ RlYo 
ara^rjnR^r^T 3R 
3WTt #?TTT 4^*1 fw° ?R? 

W - gJfllfa pfaTo ?RV9, ?DR 

3 TFTT: MM VKR, 

3TT5TT ^i^ftranTfro ^R* 

aTTifWq R\Vi£ 


an^rrsq- writ: TTOTTo ?R$* 
amRTR 

arr ^ivs^ 

^ ^ tlVt, *lVt 

WlJHiVfir cTFS^o ^R^ 

5TftrfT ^5T7o 
^<JTT^^r^3TlWo 3R3 
vdtfmxilrtwr SRTTf^r W 
^f^ftSTT ?RV9 

^?Tf^T^ a TT: ^RV 
vdryi+1+ , 'iT<0To ^R 

vcWPlf? gSpT° ?R?^ 
srfwri ?ivso 

rr^t ^nrfr ^rfwTo ?iv\$ 
?RoV9 

rrm TW 4<W2lo ?Rvs, ^R^- 
^nr: srf^fr^cTo ?rv 

^ WUIl'lti *RT* 


INDEX TO THE TEXT 


3 R, 31 * 

^if^dd ^ Trfw^o 3Ro 
3l?°? 

^q^rffWT^TTRo 3133 
5 PT?T^fw^RT*rTWo \{\X\ 

^^fa’^ff'Td'S'TcT^o ?I3\ 
4^4 JlTPlW*ft t'H < 3l 3 3 

*ft fcfa *nfo*fs$o 31 {3 
4 Tfa ?T: ^ag-^ifs^r \\\\ 
4TR4>jftefc 3i\sY 

fa<nwdOPw m 3 , ^i?o 3 , 

m 

ft sftPRn^H^fir 3143, ?i<r 
ft *t snnFr^r ^ivv 
fgww^o 31 H 

^SJT HTfa 4 +i<,*d <A ?I6^ 

qf^jjr *r: 3»?°K 

^n^ffffrsnjfiro sry 

T^ft ?l<i? 

*t«l§ ?l?o? 

ftr<ft |«rrawnr: srcnro 31 Y 3 
^TTTo 3 lY\s 
wrrofo 31Y3 
^4^44 ^twr 3iK 
^«NKO 313 $ 


^^T^rfTTT# ^|0 3 R? 

^ftd^ncft t^fftdo 31 ?v 

iw\ 

^T^rr ^j*nro ?ry 

31^ 

^TT^.TTRK^qra' 0 3 R 3 
*TH 7 T^Tr^T 4 *rfa jt^t: 3133 

5474^4 ?l^o 

3 *ftfa*?<aM«'fir ^rfed 1 ?l ^'>9 

<TR^ ^ 5 TT I T a T ?TTp-o 3R\ 



dd: STfPTT^ 5^: R\RC 

^cftSWTRPT^o \\\% 
vfvj^o 31V 

?R 3 

farcft ?i 3 ^« 

cF4f 3|Yo 

WCIF&W (^f^ro) *1*? 

d^4l'fflPf F3^o 3W* t?3 
«rw«rPrf*r<» $iv»3 
4347 4 <<* 4 fa 31 ?3 

cT^ ^nrf ^ 0 ^ fwr^t 3R° 

at sns^sff d^r fa <1*4 311 

dT^TXlfar f44 ?I33| 3?, 

fTTT: wicnfa Tlfado $13^ 
dl^l^^in^Po 3i?o 


INDEX TO THE TEXT 


cfr 35 TI«A R\R 

fTT^f 'tfiWfd 'X°TT ^R^ 
fa^^'tonjITcT 3RK 
Tta^fa^ra’o 3R? 

R vs&n *nft° ^i«io 

^T wt pRRo ?|\<R 

^r^qfoT>ro ^r? 

3 T^tsnr: \\< 6 , K 3 ; 

cTR 7M ^RY 


sftiftfRfaflfado ?R 3 ?, 3 lY 
?r?r:ftprfr^ ?R° 
nrfN ^tr fwn ? iv 3 V 3 
3 R W fl'RpT SfH'iflq o $RV 9 

*rf«^ fafa#fWT^o ^R 
*TRT#*FTfWtW ^Rl* 
prMr ^r* 




f*M>[< u l 


ItfcRFTo ^|V 3\3 

[cT Rfa° W 
r: MX, \o\ 
TT^ : tRt. V* 
^T Mtt 

V fwo 3 R<\ 
’FTRjfWT T: ^ 

5 T^o 


#?TRR »TFTWdM ^R^ 
STfarfarfo: RfRgo 
T^^rr R?r?pcff VR% 
t RT?> ^ ^R<2 
'TTfarf*^ «r=r 33 : * 1 ^, y«s 
'TFT TFT +^T^Io ^|vs?, ?o 
$t Pl«TRTfsrq^o ?R^ 

^FT?TT =T ?|V3^ 
flWTtd 1 *11 °m P^fd ?R$ 

srwrf^f^t ^T: ti<^, ?rr 

5FT37T yiHNpRf ? 1V3? 

sRrRnrt pR^tsfro ?iuy 
5c*MfcTWFRTft ?RV, RR<R 
^Roo, ?R^ 

srr^'i^'Pi’Rf^Rro ?iyR, <:y 
HH«'l<1 f«'<.0 ^R 
VT^T cT^fq TTTo ?l^, ^R® 
■*Rff 4 ^T fWTpFR ?R^ 

^rmnrr <r Rfcr riv? 

JHRS^t Te?RT: ?R^, 3 R 

fortr ^R3, ^R<s 

imiw.-if^ RRo, ?iv^ 

^f^r^'^To ^r ? o 

JJ77TR ^rf^To ^l<£? 



INDEX TO THE TEXT 


STCT: ?l^, ^ 
?l?o^ 

7 T-TO 


wO-w^r tfcs ffa&{ nut 
fafal: 5 Tt>TI^Rmfw ?|W,^ 
wr^ifor ^sffcr ^i?oY, ?rk 
sfrufannff A ° rr? 


qT^ITT^ff fKT Rl\% 


fa ww 




<i*fts?ryr<»H ?iy^, 

Sf? 3 <r* 3 iwr w*, ?IH<^ 

FFfTOo ?|^ 
^fr^T^tRo ^|?oV3, ^|?o 
^^raf ^73f ?Ro 
«*Wzrr^r*n^ srr^o 
4«t^*<VT ^rf% 3TWO ?|?oo 
fa cTr^^RF^ 

^f*n ? 1 1 r o 

^FT^^R^Ho ?|YY,^|K 

fq^fd zrfT *ft ^Pdc*M« ?IK^> 

'■f^sfFFT snrra^r Ri?\s 
t«if-rw4 e |fVro ?i?u 

# 5 wi«pfi ^rr: wvw* 

wtST^TW^FTT ?|Y^ 


!R^r *r wtf® tioi 

snr^^-^Pddfo ^ik? 

^PURTT^fe^o ?im 
ywfrtrt <^^*lf Ri^y 
TR^T: ?R<S 

<i ^ ^ d ^pQ^itfr ^ i's 
^Tc^T ^Tf=rydOiVl^o RlYK 
*T <J^T %ffa WTWRT: ?l^o, 

l\H 


^wwr 31R 

tfRTK ^TWr%f^To ^|\Y 

ftrf 5 f^ 3 ^raft ri<:k, m? 

WlfWmo ? IKY 


Stef ^RFpRRTo ^|Ko, ". 

ft*FT ^1?, RIV 3 
*RJ R'FTfo ?I^K» V \4 


I 


INDEX TO THE TEXT - W 


fpnMWRrf^Tf^lo ?|Y^, ^V9 
YK, ?oV 9 

R\% 6 , ?l??? 
w^r<nwfc(r^do 

*«(**( i.' d'dj 3 ’fl'd’ ^l? 3 » ?^9 


i*™ xm, ?°<*» w\, 
v\ 

^TPT%T q^T: T. 
f^To^TTraTfS^T? o ? 1 6 R 
| TT*KFST 3ftTR*T ?l? ?V9 
| ?R« 


C. Index of Antara-Slokas occurring 
in the Commentary 



m 


anf^snc^cnr: m?° 

dnqcqt ^ ^ ?l<i 

wrfonrfa titom ?l Yo 

‘WHMHRWntT 3RY 


| TORT: 







3T^t Pq^q-iqcqo %\\ 

'{ I ^ 

wf^Hi fir^r rw^ 


D. Index of other Verses and Quotations 
in the Commentary 


arftpncft tmaw 

mrx V n 

3T55^RFr ^ft RiU 
?iv 

31 1 * 

*ts»*r<!»ywTfipn 
5 PTf%W*fa*To ?l? 
d^d<lf: 

d^T^TFft ff 
M<flq* rrr %dT^K? \\tt 


sm#s^ ^iy^ 

5 mi*R^KNId: 

41^1 <>^Wt ?I^Y 
JPTRR* Ptf^'d ?R 

XddSddSRTcT 

¥M<f.-rr<*f«vrwi^' ?| 9 ^ 

+ lT<I<td 'A I ?I?H 


INDEX TO THE TEXT 


Vi* 

TrTTFT VR ( 

TlfaqI<.«!wl^Mi ?|^ 

^r2fW^w*nT>jgrco 

?l$^ 


m *w 7 fwfcro 

w*HlRr«ahn*r ?i 3 

^\s 


E. Index of Authors and Works cited by name 
in the Commentary 
(Reference are to pages ) 


7: 

ffnfoSTd 7: * 6 , vs? 
r+'<WRj^ 

f 7: ^o, V»V9 

diq-Hc^KR 7: *$, ?^? 
wf-W< 7: 

£fFPT£ 7: vs ? 

>mrfd 7: vs ? 

H^h 7: vs ? 

TTd’TTT 7: vs? 


7T7TM 7: vs? 
W 7 : 

7: <\°, <^?, g\s 
WW 7: vs? 

TPTI7UT 7: 

7: ?K? 

7: <Svs 

vs? 

ffaftcT 7: vs? 


F. Index of Authors and Works from which 
anonymous Quotations are made in the Commentary 


arfagrm VU 
^rf^wn^i5*?re* 
W% 


7: ?<\V\ 

fvRldRdto ?l?^, vs?, m? 

Rm, V* 

?Rvs,^^,vsK,vsvs,vs^ 


aumd 7 T?|^o; ^ 4 # ?o?; ^ 

TTRIW^TTo 31 V» 


INDEX TO THE TEXT 




w«mmwd+ xi\ 6 , 

RW* 

3 T^^K*ki^i<, ^fK, 
3 rf^r ( f^q: R$, 3® ; Y\, 

m, m m 

^crwnftwi mt,«; ri%r 
mro* k°, %y, 
ttt. tn, m 

?° 3 , ?o*\; *rvs-^ 

?f*R, ^T57TK?f 

e^rutv (qrfRT) ?<£C; ^dr 

(^r) ^ 

uvxmrm VRRMM,^, 
x°v, Wo, tt,^, *Y,v®t, 

**. U, ?oo, ?oV 
>Rtf<iW+' ?RK. ? o( \ 

*rnr^, ?i?v?^; 

VV*. 


^R$ 

^TT^F tlY*;*R»,YH,V9 f V» 
*rn?Rt*n^r ?R? 

T^ 5 T 

<i 3 , <:k,w, m?W ^V»- 
tx, x°^ 

'^nfrtl ^iyy, hh 

<l*MMKHI«iV(?) ?lY^, ^Ro 

to/ ?iv*«; RR° 

* 3 , Vo, Y* 

PTOI^M^T ?|V^,KU' 
RR?, 'so; 3 i\ 

^tor^n; ?iy\ 

?RY; R\\V 

ti**, v\, ^ 


II. Index to the Resume 

( References are to pages ) 


A. Index of Karikas 


aRflrffiTf^ RX* 
aRJ^Rtc^l^ 0 RR6 

y^ W PR T TO: 5 YY 

^sr^cftsfr PfF^r%r ?«£<£ 
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